
PROPOSAL/SYNOPSIS

SAVING OURSELVES
by

Curtis A. Moore

A generation ago, the officers and owners of America’s corporations, fed up with
democracy, decided to quietly seize control of the Republican Party and, with it, America. It
worked. Enriched by corporate money the GOP used deft appeals to racism, bigotry and other
“values” to establish virtually complete Republican dominion. The consequences are everywhere.
The nation has no health insurance because corporate employers, hospitals, doctors and insurance
companies do not wish it. Electricity rates have soared because corporations wanted the profits
that a so-called “free market” could provide. Pension and health benefits of people who retired
decades ago have been slashed to maintain or increase shareholder profits.

Yet nowhere is the imprint of corporations and the rich clearer, or the peril greater, than
with global warming. The planet is racing toward a “tipping point,” a slight change that triggers
a massive, violent and irreversible shift: think avalanche, lightning, volcanic explosion or the
Twin Towers, standing, standing, standing, then in seconds collapsing in on themselves.
Solutions abound, hundreds of them, from zero polluting electricity to non-polluting vehicles, but
they might endanger corporate profits, especially of oil, coal, electricity and car companies, so
they sit unused. Saving Ourselves explains how this all happened; how readers can save their
lives and the climate; and how, by breaking the iron grip of corporations, we can save ourselves.

I know much of this because of a unique background, a blend of substance and
Republican politics. For many years I was Republican Counsel to the U.S. Senate Committee on
Environment and Public Works, working for the Party’s senior Senator on the panel, Robert T.
Stafford of Vermont. It was my job to know as much as possible about environmental threats
and how to solve them, whether from toxic chemicals and waste sites or acid rain and global
warming.

In 1988, Stafford became the first member of Congress to introduce legislation to
establish a wide-ranging, aggressive program to combat the linked dangers of global warming,
destruction of the stratospheric ozone layer, acid rain and the thick smog blanketing North
America and Europe. He wanted cars to travel 100 miles on a gallon of fuel, power plants to cut
their air pollution by 75 percent and, most ambitious of all, to obtain 50 percent of the nation’s
energy from “non-polluting technologies and practices” by the year 2000 and 100 percent by
2050.

Stafford believed global warming to be the greatest threat ever posed to the survival of
humanity, and hoped to move Americans to action. Today, nearly twenty years after Stafford
urged action, it is clear that by every measure global warming has begun. The temperatures of
air, soil and the oceans have increased, sea levels have risen, glaciers and ice sheets are melting,
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plant and animal populations are shifting, weather has become more violent and less
predictable—in short everything that should be caused by global warming is, in fact, occurring.

So, too, is the evidence that the Earth is rushing toward one or more tipping points
compelling. The Arctic is warming at roughly the rate predicted by computer models—but is
inexplicably melting at twice the rate it should. An area of Siberia the size of France and
Germany combined, where billions of tons of greenhouse gases are stored, has thawed for the
first time since the last ice age. In the Antarctic enough water is lodged as ice and snow to raise
sea levels 200 feet if it melted—and in 2005, an area the size of California did just that. Coral
reefs, the linchpin of the ocean environment, are bleaching and dying at a rate never before seen.
Oceans are being acidified by carbon dioxide, and levels of phytoplankton, the tiny plants that are
the foundation of the world’s food chain, are off by one third. There is a litany of changes,
hundreds, perhaps thousands, all pointing in exactly the same direction.

And, whether because of Hurricane Katrina’s devastation of New Orleans, photographs of
polar bears adrift on melting ice floes or some other causes, the American public has finally
grasped the reality and grave threats of a warming world.

The means to sharply reduce pollution, even to zero or near-zero levels, exist and have for
two decades. I know this because I have traveled throughout the world on fact-finding missions.
My journeys have led me to the choking pollution of the “black triangle” of the Czech Republic
and South Pacific islands only a few inches above sea level and to see Lake Tasman, formed by
the melting of New Zealand’s largest glacier due to global warming.

I have advised organizations ranging from the American Lung Association and
Greenpeace to the California Air Resources Board and the Tokyo Electric Power Company, with
its 26 million customers. I have attended scores of international gatherings on climate change,
including the Kyoto Conference of the Parties, where a world treaty on the matter was hashed
out, and I wrote about it on the front page of The Washington Post’s Sunday opinion section.

I know solutions abound because in 1989, Toyota officials showed me the 4- to 5-
passenger AXV, able to travel 100 miles on a gallon of fuel. Toyota is not alone. Virtually every
major manufacturer has developed such vehicles, and I have written of them. In Stockholm, the
Värtan power plant, which I have toured, has been burning coal since 1991, squeezing 92 percent
of the energy from every pound, unlike U.S. facilities that send two-thirds of their energy into the
air as waste heat and pollution.

In the Netherlands, pollution from cement kilns is slashed by half by substituting coal ash
for Portland cement, producing buildings and roads, which I have examined, that are stronger and
longer lasting. In the Mojave Desert, sunlight is, and has been since the 1980s, converting
sunlight into enough electricity to supply the residential needs of San Francisco, but with zero air
pollution, as I can attest because I have visited the site.

These and many other technologies, as well as the policies of the United States and other
industrialized nations were reviewed in Green Gold: Japan, Germany, the United States and the
Race for Environmental Technology, of which I was the principal author (“lucid and
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compelling,” said The Washington Post review). Yet when I made speeches or appeared on radio
or television programs, the one question always asked was the one I found most difficult to
answer: if this is all possible, why aren’t we doing anything? Finally, I decided to find the
answer to that question, never expecting it would take nearly 15 years.

What I discovered was that starting in the early 1970s corporations and the rich had
launched an orchestrated, well-planned and exquisitely executed plan to alter the fundamental
nature of the United States. A primary objective was the acquisition of political power, but this
scheme had vaster ambitions.

To tell the story in its entirety is the purpose of the proposed book, but to summarize, here
is what happened.

MONEY

In 1971, a lawyer in Richmond, Virginia—then little known, but later appointed to the
U.S. Supreme Court—was asked by a friend at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce to explain why
students and blacks were rioting, businesses were reviled, and, for the first time since the
beginning of World War Two, the United States was in the grip of a sustained economic
downturn. The explanation of the lawyer, Lewis Powell, was a call to arms for American
corporations, a demand that they open their checkbooks to not only make their cases to Congress,
but fundamentally alter American society.

The memorandum, now often called the Powell Manifesto, was distributed to every
member of the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. There was an “assault on the enterprise system,”
concluded Powell, continuing that “The only alternatives to free enterprise are varying degrees of
bureaucratic regulation of individual freedom—ranging from that under moderate socialism to
the iron heel of the leftist or rightist dictatorship.” He laid out an “action agenda.” It had many
elements, but at its core, the Manifesto reduced itself to one principle: “Political power is
necessary,” should be “assiduously cultivated” and “used aggressively and with determination—
without embarrassment and without . . . reluctance.”

Within one year, the Business Roundtable, an association consisting of the chief
executive officers of as many as 200 major U.S. corporations was founded to lobby Congress and
the Presidency. The number of active lobbyists registered with the Senate (by no means the total
of all who lobby in Washington) increased from 3,065 in 1976, when the office’s records began,
to 8,531 in 1992—a doubling about every 10 years. By 2006, the number was the size of a small
U.S. city at 47,549. The number of national associations rose from 12,900 in 1975 to 23,000 by
1989—a doubling every 15 years. More and more of those associations were based in or near
Washington, rising from 19 percent in 1971 to 32 percent by 1990. In the Washington suburb of
Fairfax County, Virginia, the number of trade and professional groups has increased from 2 to
125 in a decade.

Money also flooded electoral campaigns, raising the cost of defeating an incumbent for a
seat in the House of Representatives 15-fold, from slightly more than $100,000 in 1974 to
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roughly $1.6 million in 2004, adjusted to take into account inflation. A Senator intending to run
for re-election today must raise about $6,000 per day, each and every day for six years, Christmas
and Thanksgiving included. There are only two possible sources of such immense amounts of
money: the federal government and corporations. Businesses have assured that the government
stays out of the business of financing campaigns, leaving the field to them and a handful of
unions.

Money was tilled not just into the soils of Washington and state capitals, but into all of
society, just as farmers work pesticides and fertilizer into the earth, producing bumper crops and
weed-free fields. In the context of government, money killed not weeds, but any interest in
responding to America’s true needs. And in the context of the nation itself, what the money
killed was democracy.

Again, these are not haphazard developments. Corporations and the rich have raised the
process of campaign giving to a science, creating thousands of political action committees
housed in business offices, staffed by executives and with expenses paid as a business expense.

BIGOTRY

Brewing magnate Joseph Coors of Colorado read the Manifesto and later said it “stirred”
him. To assure that the recommendations were implemented, Coors gave $250,000 to a
Republican activist and strategist Paul Weyrich, who used it to mount a campaign to bring into
the GOP the nation’s religious fundamentalists. He founded the Heritage Foundation and using
it as a platform, intervened in a school textbook dispute in Kanawha County, West Virginia. The
immediate objective was to join forces there to keep new textbooks to which Christian
fundamentalists objected out of the classrooms. The long-term goal, was to use this beachhead
as a bridge to religious fundamentalists—not just Protestants, but Catholics, Jews, Mormons and
others. Weyrich’s colleague and fellow GOP activist Morton Blackwell, called them “the
greatest tract of virgin timber on the political landscape.”

Weyrich, Blackwell and their allies succeeded beyond their wildest expectations. Within
one decade of Coors’ gift—which was followed by many, many more—they had overcome two
centuries of Catholic-Protestant antipathy and fused the two faiths into a political instrument of
immense strength.

Although there is a widespread belief that these fundamentalists joined the Republican
Party at their own initiative, it was quite the opposite: Weyrich, in fact, coined the term that
would become synonymous with the movement when he said at an August, 1979 meeting in
Lynchburg, Virginia with Baptist preacher Jerry Falwell, “Out there is what one might call a
moral majority,” causing Falwell to exclaim “That’s it! That’s the name of the organization!”

Simultaneously, a third activist, Robert Dornan, was making repeated trips to the Vatican
to enlist the Catholic Church, a difficult task because of the church’s traditional support for
progressive social programs to aid the poor and disadvantaged. But Dornan kept at it and over
time began to slowly move the massive institution.
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While many entire books have been written on the rise of Protestant fundamentalists,
Catholic involvement in elections has been widespread, but little noticed. In 2004, for example,
priests throughout the nation were instructing parishioners from the pulpit that to vote for a
candidate who did not oppose abortion would be a “mortal sin” and those who did “should find
another church.” The instructions to deliver such messages were issued in response to a
complaint in June, 2004 from President George W. Bush during an official visit to the Vatican
that U.S. bishops were not sufficiently supportive of his policies on gay marriage and abortion.
The Catholic official who signed the letter was then-Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger—now Pope
Benedict.

RACISM

In 1964 the Republican nominee for President, Sen. Barry Goldwater of Arizona, ran a
campaign designed to win the south through appeals to racism, then use it as the core of a national
majority. At the heart of his campaign was Goldwater’s singular appeal to white southerners: he
had opposed and voted against the Civil Rights Act of 1964, saying it was not because he was a
racist, but as a matter of principle.

There are those who will insist that this was so, and perhaps Goldwater did vote against
the Civil Rights Bill on principle. It has been widely reported that as a Phoenix councilman, he
was a member of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and
championed integration of the Arizona National Guard.

But racism can take many forms, and in a 1961 speech in Atlanta—before there was a civil
rights bill to vote against for principle or any other reason—Goldwater articulated what would
come to be called the Southern Strategy:

Republicans, said Goldwater were “not going to get the Negro vote as a bloc in
1964 and 1968.” Continuing, he added, “so we ought to go hunting where the
ducks are”—white southerners. School integration, he insisted was “the
responsibility of the states.”

Goldwater’s plan worked in the South: he carried the five states of the Deep South—
Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, Mississippi and South Carolina, garnering 4 of every 5 votes in
some places. But those states and Arizona were the only ones he carried.

Nevertheless, though the plan failed Goldwater, it boosted the next Republican nominee,
Richard Nixon, into the White House with what reporters starting calling the Southern Strategy.
Racism has been one of the three legs of the Republican Party since. With the arrival in the 1970s
of appeals to bigotry and vast sums of money, Goldwater’s original plan was complete. Still, it is
the conscious decision to appeal to the basest of human instincts that most clearly demonstrates
the commitment of the Party and its leaders to acquire, and exercise, power for its own sake.



Proposal: Saving Ourselves Page 6 of 43

Years later, a South Carolinian who managed Ronald Reagan’s 1980 campaign in the
South, ran Bush-the-father’s 1988 successful run for the presidency and schooled Bush-the-son in
the art of gutter politics. Lee Atwater, explained the Southern Strategy. As a member of
President Ronald Reagan’s White House staff, Atwater was being interviewed by an academic
who later made the transcript public:

Atwater: As to the whole southern strategy that Harry Dent and others put
together in 1968, opposition to the Voting Rights Act would have been a central
part of keeping the South. Now [the new Southern strategy of Ronald Reagan]
doesn’t have to do that. All you have to do to keep the South is for Reagan to run
in place on the issues he’s campaigned on since 1964 . . . and that’s fiscal
conservation, balancing the budget, cut taxes, you know, the whole cluster. . . .

Questioner: But the fact is, isn’t it, that Reagan does get to the Wallace voter and
to the racist side of the Wallace voter by doing away with Legal Services, by
cutting down on food stamps . . . ?

Atwater: You start out in 1954 by saying “Nigger, nigger, nigger.” By 1968 you
can’t say “nigger”—that hurts you. Backfires. So you say stuff like forced busing,
states’ rights, and all that stuff. You’re getting so abstract now [that] you’re
talking about cutting taxes, and all these things you’re talking about are totally
economic things and a by-product of them is [that] blacks get hurt worse than
whites. And subconsciously maybe that is part of it. I’m not saying that. But I’m
saying that if it is getting that abstract, and that coded, that we are doing away with
the racial problem one way or the other. You follow me—because obviously
sitting around saying, “we want to cut this,” is much more abstract than even the
busing thing and a hell of a lot more abstract than “Nigger, nigger.”

SUCCESS

With the election in 1980 of Ronald Reagan to the Presidency and the shifting of control
of the U.S. Senate to the GOP, the efforts of Goldwater, Powell and Weyrich bore fruit. Since
then, it has been a process of consolidation and extension, not only to other branches of the federal
government, but to state and local levels. And, most importantly, well beyond the government
itself.

Coors gifts and the Heritage Foundation were so successful that hundreds of imitators, not
just of the foundation, but of Coors’ funding, were spawned, all with money from corporations
and the rich. They founded dozens of “charitable” foundations into which they poured hundreds
of millions of dollars. These, in turn, financed thousands of projects aimed at transforming
America and, in effect, creating an alternate and shadowy universe, a labyrinth of media, so-called
think tanks and attack groups, allied with entire universities and parts of them.

A dozen core foundations spend hundreds of millions of dollars a year to broadly advance
support for “the market,” through a huge echo chamber of their making. It includes newspapers
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(The Wall Street Journal, The Washington Times, Detroit Times, to name but three), magazines
(National Review, Weekly Standard, Reason), columnists (Armstrong Williams, George Will,
Michael Barone), publishers (Regnery, Spence, Random House), national radio programs (Rush
Limbaugh, Laura Ingraham, Bill O’Reilly), television networks (Fox, the property of billionaire
Rupert Murdoch, with the remaining three, ABC, CBS and NBC, now all owned by corporations),
and universities (George Mason, Pepperdine, Brigham Young).

Twelve core foundations have spent money to advance market philosophy, and a casual
review of the dominant issues of the past two decades and some simple computer searches reveal
the breathtaking scope of the corporate imprint on public policy. At just one of the outlets, the
Cato Institute, there are roughly 600 policy papers, virtually all of which depict government as the
villain and mammoth corporations and the incredibly rich as victims.

They include examinations of Medicaid (Medicaid’s Soaring Cost: Time to Step on the
Brakes), urban development (Debunking Portland: The City That Doesn’t Work), health
insurance (The Massachusetts Health Plan: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly), voters (The Myth
of the Rational Voter: Why Democracies Choose Bad Policies), U.S. spending to help states
(Federal Aid to the States: Historical Cause of Government Growth and Bureaucracy) forest fires
(The Perfect Firestorm: Bringing Forest Service Wildfire Costs Under Control), oil imports
(Energy Alarmism: The Myths That Make Americans Worry about Oil); fighting (WhyWe Fight:
How Public Schools Cause Social Conflict); and, the gap between rich and poor (Has U.S. Income
Inequality Really Increased?). These fronts are, in reality, spinners of corporate messages, in effect
little more than lobbyists.

Nowhere have corporations spent more money and enjoyed greater success than with
global warming, and no industry has worked harder to confuse the science than the oil companies.

A leaked memo from a 1998 meeting at the American Petroleum Institute, in which Exxon
participated, described a strategy of providing “logistical and moral support” to climate change
dissenters, “thereby raising questions about and undercutting the ‘prevailing scientific wisdom.’ ”
As one public relations executive explained, “Doubt is our product since it is the best means of
competing with the ‘body of fact’ that exists in the mind of the general public. It is also the means
of establishing a controversy.”

These organizations take a consistent line on global warming: that the science is
contradictory, the scientists are divided, environmentalists are cheats, liars and frauds, and action
to reduce global warming will deal a virtual death blow to the global economy. The evidence that
global warming is real is based on “junk science,” while that to the contrary is a product of “sound
science.” The organizations produce “policy studies” (Cato Institute), “backgrounders” (Heritage
Foundation) or “issue analysis” (Competitive Enterprise Institute). Whatever the name, the
messages are fundamentally the same. Consider what they have to say about global warming:

Cato: Global warming science is a “constellation of half-truths and misstatements.”

CEI: Concerns are based on “scare stories that have been exaggerated by the media
and vested interests such as environmental pressure groups.”
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Heritage: “Virtually all of the alarming rhetoric surrounding global warming is
speculative and lies outside the scientific consensus.”

Thus, on one side of the debate stand men and women who have devoted themselves to the
objective understanding of the worlds of physics, chemistry and other disciplines. On the other
are those typically lacking science degrees and usually no advanced degrees. One side publishes
its finding in “peer reviewed” science journals after rigorous reviews by other scientists. The
other self-publishes in captive newspapers and magazines. One side is salaried by universities and
governments, subject to conflict of interest requirements, public disclosure mandates and
prohibitions against accepting outside funding. On the other are those whose sources and
amounts of income are closely guarded secrets and who are encouraged to cater to the interests of
the corporations whose interests they serve. On one side are those seeking reality, and on the
other those seeking to deny reality.

The Cato Institute “scholars,” Heritage Foundation “policy experts,” and Competitive
Enterprise Institute “fellows” have differing names, but a common skill: the ability to concoct
and distribute lies and half truths—what Alfred Lord Tennyson described as “A lie which is half
a truth is ever the blackest of lies.”

These corporations and their front groups are practicing the black arts of framing and
marketing initially developed to sell products ranging from cereal to detergent. Stands on issues
are not adopted as a matter of principle. Instead, they are identified for their ability to divide
voters, messages are developed for their appeal, the words and phrases perfected with focus
groups and polls, and delivered like political smart bombs. Catch phrases that send specific
messages to some groups, but no message at all to others, are larded into speeches. Appeals arrive
like low-level bombers flying beneath the radar screen, delivered in mass mailings, from the
pulpit and through specific cable channels and programs.

As a result, Republicans talk of “climate change,” not “global warming,” and
“conservation” instead of “preservation” because, in the words of GOP consultant Frank Luntz:

As one focus group participant noted, climate change ‘sounds like you’re going
from Pittsburgh to Fort Lauderdale’ while global warming has catastrophic
connotations attached to it.

Thus, the world today stands at the brink of catastrophe because the mightiest nation on
Earth and in history is in the utterly complete control of those who care only for money and other
riches. Nowhere is their imprint any clearer than with global warming and nowhere is the peril of
corporate dominion greater than with global warming. The science has been intentionally, and
falsely, confused. The burdens of change have been exaggerated and benefits trivialized. Oil,
coal, car, and other companies would have the public believe not merely that the threat posed by
global warming is minimal, but that increased levels of pollution might be even beneficial. In
fact, what confronts humanity is quite literally the end of life as we know it.
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Even now, as the world is rapidly coming to appreciate the grave dangers posed by global
warming, these industries are deftly shepherding Congress, the public and our future toward the
worst of all responses to the flood of air pollution, so-called “carbon cap and trade” under which
they would be gifted with the right to pollute. They support such a program because a single
expenditure of $5 million in China yields income of $500 million in London—but no climate
benefits for 120 years. Because electricity, coal, oil, and chemical companies—firms with
familiar names like DuPont, Peabody, Edison, and Chevron, to name but a few—will be able sell
to the highest bidders their right to pollute, buyers will kill and injure millions of Americans.

This book will identify not only the imminent risks posed by global warming, but also
ways to quickly—and, yes, in many cases easily and cheaply—reduce the pollutants that cause it.
It will also describe the manner in which corporations and the wealthy have manipulated the
nation for forty years, and how their grip can be broken. Finally, it will detail the risks to America
and the world if the people of the United States either fail to act—or, act and fail.

The book will be built around three organizing principles:

1. Global warming is an imminent, cataclysmic threat that could abruptly and without warning
end life as we know it. I have reached the sobering conclusion that absent quick and decisive
action, my children will not live out their normal life spans. That fear, more than any other
concern is what drives me to write this book.

2. The technologies and practices to combat global warming are already here and they are
demonstrably not only effective, but cost-effective. The means to save our lives and save our
climate exist, and they are on the shelves of the world, waiting to be deployed. It is today
technologically feasible to generate electricity with zero air pollution and use that electricity
whether directly or indirectly to power vehicles that would produce zero air pollution. It is
absolutely true that in the short term in some cases, the costs would increase. But over the
long term, costs would be lower not higher. These technologies are not being deployed for
one central reason: doing so would be the greatest change from the status quo in history, and
thus represent a threat to ExxonMobil, General Motors, Peabody Energy, Burlington Northern
and thousands of other corporations, and those who own their stocks. They would quite
literally rather see you and the world die than lessen their profits.

3. It is possibly an overstatement to say that democracy in the United States has ceased to exist,
but it is closer to the truth than most will admit. While our institutions and the trappings of
our system of government remain, power has been so manipulated by powerful and wealthy
special interests, including the coal and petroleum industries, that democracy has been
subverted. The leaders of the Republican Party have cynically collaborated with corporations
and the rich to acquire power for its own sake, and have exercised it to advance their own
economic interests and those of their benefactors rather than the good of the American people.
Their grip can be broken, but not easily. On occasion, the machine they have built will
malfunction, as it did in 2006 to allow Democrats to return to control of the Congress. On the
whole, however, it functions exactly as it was designed and intended to do; and it is virtually
certain that without a massive and immediate purge, they will return to power and, with that,
the planet will enter a death spiral.
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While these propositions may seem extreme, they are based in fact. I propose to write a
careful, thoughtful, well-documented, copiously end-noted book. I would organize the book in
three sections, with the chapters listed in the Chapter Outline addendum to this proposal. I would
sandwich these between an introduction in which I introduce my thesis and a closing essay in
which I will outline what must happen to break the iron grip of corporate dominion, and resurrect
American democracy in order to save our lives and those of our children.
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BIO/MARKETING

WHO IS CURTIS MOORE?

In the last 18 years, Curtis Moore has been published by The New York Times, The Los
Angeles Times, The Washington Post and other newspapers. His book, Green Gold, was
described by the Post as “lucid and compelling.” He has appeared on MSNBC, “All Things
Considered,” in addition to a wide variety of other radio and television programs. His articles
have been printed in Ambio, Outside, International Wildlife, and Sierra magazines, to name but a
few. Bill Moyers said of the book that Moore now wants to write—

If I had a publishing company I’d take it on myself; your insights on what is
happening to democracy are compelling and chilling.

Curtis Moore has spent a professional career in and around politics. It started in 1964–65,
covering the North Carolina General Assembly for The News and Observer and the Associated
Press, continued in 1966 in the campaign of James Tunnell, a Democratic candidate for the U.S.
Senate from Delaware. The Viet Nam conflict and three and one-half years in the U.S. Marine
Corps intervened, but in 1970 he signed on as press secretary for then-Rep. William V. Roth, Jr.,
who was running as a Republican for a Senate seat from Delaware, and won. Attending law
school at Georgetown University, Moore continued to work for Roth as a legislative aide, then
administrative assistant.

Another interruption—three years practicing law on Bainbridge Island, Washington—
ended when he returned to work for Roth, co-managing the 1976 re-election campaign. A radio
spot he wrote for the campaign won a national advertising prize. In 1978, he made the jump to the
U.S. Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, where he was counsel until January,
1989, working on virtually every environmental law on the books, from Superfund to the Clean
Air.

Once described by a chemical industry lobbyist as the “single most hated person in
Washington,” Moore was the junkyard dog of the Committee’s moderate Republicans, charged
with fending off the assaults of the Reagan Administration. He was good.

When EPA official Rita Lavelle was convicted of perjury for lying to Congress, her
response had been to a question drafted by Moore. When she and every other senior official at
EPA, save one, resigned en masse, it was in the wake of “intensive oversight” that had been
managed by Moore. When the first-ever hearing on global warming was held, it was at the
instigation of Moore, and when DuPont agreed to stop making ozone-destroying chemicals, it was
because Moore had dredged from history full-page advertisements in which the chemical giant
had pledged to halt production if damage to the ozone layer were ever demonstrated. When fast-
food giant McDonalds abandoned the use of “clam shells” and other food service articles, it was
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after The Washington Post printed Moore’s story, “McTruth: Fast Food for Thought,” exposing
the company for deceiving its customers.

In 1989, Moore’s sponsor, Sen. Robert T. Stafford of Vermont, retired and Moore did the
same. He opted to return to his original career as a writer rather than become a Washington
lawyer/lobbyist (he had one over-the-transom offer of $250,000 per year, plus a partner’s share
and perquisites, but the clients would have been General Motors and Dow Chemical). As a
consultant on international environmental policies and technologies, his clients have ranged from
Tokyo Electric Power Company to Greenpeace and the American Lung Association. In 1995–96,
he returned to the Senate briefly, as an aide to Sen. Patrick Leahy (D. VT), where he organized the
initial Congressional efforts to publicize the dangers to pregnant women and their children from
mercury poisoning from coal burning power plants.

Money has always played an important role in politics. In 1965, for example, a local Coca-
Cola bottler, chairman of the powerful judiciary committee in the North Carolina General
Assembly, locked up in committee a bill that would have allowed people to sue for adulterated
soft drinks. And, yes, without naming names, there are members of Congress who accepted
money in exchange for favors, including votes. There was a reason that Congressional staff said,
not entirely in jest, at the time when Indiana was represented by Birch Bayh and Vance Hartke
that the state had two Senators, “Senator Bayh and Senator Bought.” Yet, as indefensible as those
actions might have been, that dishonesty was of the sort that has existed since the first government
was created, a much less serious threat than what is happening today. The amount of damage
done to the system itself was limited, partially because votes or favors were bought one at a time.
Today, it’s almost as if the exchange is at a wholesale level, with money and votes or favors
swapped one for the other in huge indivisible blocs.

Money has made it virtually impossible to legislate, difficult to regulate and increasingly
burdensome to litigate in the public interest. Like water on granite, money seeps into every
crevice. As a result, almost the only laws enacted these days are those that relieve corporations
and the wealthy of burdens—taxes, regulations, delay or whatever else they find objectionable.
Money has seeped into the judicial system as well, calling into serious doubt the independence of
even the courts, including the U.S. Supreme Court. How else can one explain the boast of former
White House Counsel C. Boyden Gray—who personally chose many of those nominated to the
federal judiciary by Presidents Bush and Reagan—to his fellow lobbyists that he had “five sure
votes” on the Supreme Court to invalidate rules issued under the Clean Air Act? Perhaps that was
merely an idle boast. Then again, maybe it wasn’t.

It’s not just American political institutions on the auction block. Colleges and universities
have been subverted by corporate money. So have some individual members of the press and the
companies for which they work. Too many churches hew a line that is driven by corporate
interest, not religious principle.

Much of this money is being spent under the guise of advancing abstract principles, such
as freedom from government intrusion and the sanctity of property rights. In reality, it is being
spent to increase corporate profits. Strange how those who say the government should not
interfere with freedom of decision are perfectly happy to see the Texas legislature or the U.S.
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Congress enact statutes to abridge rights of common law that pre-date America itself. Not once
have they urged that laws limiting the liability of corporate shareholders be repealed.

Indeed, what afflicts the system today cannot necessarily even be termed corruption,
because most of what occurs is legal. That makes sense, of course, since the legislatures and
courts themselves determine what conduct is deemed illegal. Nevertheless, there is a seizure of
power occurring that is every bit as real and dangerous as a beer hall putsch or a military coup. In
every branch of government and at every level, there is a slow erosion of the power allocated to
the people, and a corresponding accretion of that power in corporations, the wealthy and their
benefactors.

Democracy in the United States is, in short, dying of a disease, and it’s called money.
Only a handful of people, if that, can not only penetrate the shroud of secrecy surrounding this
slow, insidious corruption of the nation, but also focus attention on a book that describes it.
Moore is one.

He has a reputation for honesty and integrity that is unimpeachable. This helps explain
why members of Congress—Dennis Kucinich, the most liberal of the nine Democratic candidates
for President and Henry Waxman, a California Democrat who has almost single-handedly
safeguarded the nation’s Medicaid and Medicare programs from corporate and Republican
predators—are willing to write a forward, dust jacket endorsements or whatever. Moyers not only
praised Moore’s proposed book, but made several calls, to no avail. Chuck Lewis of the Center
for Public Integrity, for whom Moore wrote a chapter in the highly praised book, The Buying of
Congress, is a long-time friend and supporter. So is William Greider, national editor of The
Nation and author ofWho Will Tell the People? as well as several other successful books.
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COMPETITION

OTHER BOOKS COVERING
SOME OF THE SAME SUBJECTS AS SAVING OURSELVES

There are no books comparable to Saving Ourselves, because it attempts to explain the
threat to human survival posed by America’s inability to respond to global warming due to the
control over society and government exercised by the Republican Party as an instrument of the
rich and the corporations. Thus, Saving Ourselves is describing an intersection of two lines, while
other books that touch on these subjects deal with only one of them. Of the few that do mention
global warming and the Republican Party in the same breath, none adequately describes how
corporations and the wealthy came to impose dominion on the nation by seizing control of the
GOP.

That said, the books that deal with one or more of the subjects of Saving Ourselves include
the following:

AN INCONVENIENT TRUTH
by Al Gore, Rodale, 2006

By far the best known, and best selling, examination of global warming, An Inconvenient
Truth is in many ways the story of former Vice President Gore’s personal journey of discovery,
starting at Harvard University and continuing through his service in the U.S. Senate. Truth is
highly regarded and has been well reviewed by scientists and non-scientists alike as a compelling
and literate explanation of global warming. For all that, and unlike Saving Ourselves, Gore
inexplicably ignores both the dangers of tipping points and the role played by greenhouse
pollutants other than those listed under the Kyoto Protocol. The book is a great accomplishment,
though some might wonder where Gore was during the eight years he and Bill Clinton occupied
the White House.

The accomplishment of Truth, however, is limited to a lucid, sometimes humorous,
explanation of the science and probable consequences. It is, in short, an explanation of only one
part of the threat—warming, ignoring the politics that have prevented action—and little attention
to the solutions, both technological and political. The book almost utterly ignores the politics—
the manipulation of politics and distortion of science by oil and coal companies—in the United
States, that have blocked global action. In these respects, Truth differs from Saving Ourselves.
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GLOBAL WARMING: A VERY SHORT INTRODUCTION
by Mark Maslin, Oxford University Press, 2004

This book is one in the Oxford “very short introduction” series that covers a wide range of
subjects. At 162 pages, Introduction confines itself to an explanation of global warming science
and a review of possible solutions, with some commentary, relying heavily on reports by the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. It is one of the few books on global warming that
addresses the dangers and uncertainties posed by positive feedbacks and other “tipping points.”

While Introduction explores some of the politics of global warming, it does so from a
global perspective without focusing on matters unique to the United States and the Republican
Party. Similarly, while it discusses possible responses, it does not address the very specific
technologies and practices available to reduce emissions dramatically and quickly.

CLIMATE CHANGE: TURNING UP THE HEAT
by Barrie Pittock, CSIRO Publishing, 2005

The author, Barrie Pittock, is a leading climate researcher, and an impatient one. In Heat
he urges the public and policy makers toward more action, less talk. He examines the
fundamental science and global politics, and predicts bigger changes in climate to follow.
However, Heat largely ignores the dangers of tipping points, although the hopeful potential of
new technologies is explored. Unlike Saving Ourselves, the book contains neither a
comprehensive examination of practices and technologies nor a detailed exploration of why the
United States refuses to act. Since it is fundamentally a science book, Heat does not delve into
the evolution of U.S. politics and corporate dominion.

THE LIVE EARTH GLOBAL WARMING SURVIVAL HANDBOOK: 77 ESSENTIAL
SKILLS TO STOP CLIMATE CHANGE
(Paperback)
By David de Rothschild, Rodale Press, 2007

The official companion volume to the series of Live Earth concerts broadcast from
around, and throughout, the world on July 7, 2007, The Live Earth Global Warming Survival
Handbook is as much a tongue-in-cheek survival guide as a book. It offers essential do-it-yourself
skills for halting climate change. They range from donning sweaters to downsizing cars and
houses. The book is fun, and not seriously serious, which contrasts sharply with Saving
Ourselves. It is directed toward an environmental audience, and provides very simple guidelines.

Live Earth focuses principally on personal solutions, while Saving Ourselves will review
the sorts of responses that require institutional, societal and government change: moving away
from fossil fuels entirely, for example. Live Earth makes no attempt to explain either the science
of global warming or the politics of the United States that dictate the nation’s failure to respond.



Proposal: Saving Ourselves Page 16 of 43

STORMWORLD: HURRICANES, POLITICS, AND THE BATTLE OVER GLOBAL
WARMING
Harcourt, 2007; and
THE REPUBLICANWAR ON SCIENCE
Basic Books, 2005
both by Chris Mooney

Taken together, these two books cover some of the same territory that Saving Ourselves
will, though with little attention to the grave dangers posed by tipping points and no analysis of
the role that corporations, the rich and their money has played in altering American society and
government. Like many critics, Mooney in War assigns the position of the Republican Party and
its officials to “right wing” philosophy, failing to appreciate the role that simple greed on the part
of corporations and the rich plays. Mooney basically gets it right, but the books are insufficiently
analytical, objective and nuanced.

Storm World raises the important question of whether the increasing power and number of
hurricanes is a consequence of global warming. The devastating damage done to the Gulf regions
by hurricanes makes this an interesting and highly relevant question. But in the larger scale, the
rapid melting of the Arctic and thawing in the higher latitudes are much graver threats to
humanity. Mooney does a fine job in what he examines and explains, but these books are much
narrower in scope than Saving Ourselves.

AMERICAN THEOCRACY: THE PERIL AND POLITICS OF RADICAL RELIGION, OIL,
AND BORROWED MONEY IN THE 21ST CENTURY
by Kevin Phillips, Penguin Group, 2007

Kevin Phillips has been chronicling the fortunes of the Republican Party for nearly four
decades, starting with The Emerging Republican Majority, which predicted in 1969 that the
demographics of change in America, with the sifting of people and resources from the Rust Belt
and the Northeast to the Sun Belt, would produce a new and more conservative Republican
majority. His prediction was spot on, but his explanation left much to be desired, concluding that
merely moving from cold to warmth would somehow magically shift political attitudes from
Democrat to Republican. Having long ago become disenchanted with the Republican Party,
Phillips has written a series of books examining its policies and their consequences. The most
recent being Peril and Politics.

Here again, Phillips tells the wrong parts of the story. He is correct is attributing much of
the change in the GOP to the presence of religious fundamentalism, but fails to recognize that the
oil, monetary and other policies have been crafted to ensure the continued profitability of U.S.
corporations, especially the oil, auto and electricity firms. In addition, Phillips fails to extend his
analysis of changes in the Republican Party to their consequences, ranging from the declines in
personal income to the looming catastrophe of runaway global warming.
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CONSERVATIVES WITHOUT CONSCIENCE
by John Dean, Penguin Group, 2006

Like Kevin Phillips, John Dean is a disaffected Republican who served in the Richard
Nixon White House, and has since been detailing the misdeeds of the GOP. His latest effort is
Conservatives Without Conscience, in which he correctly reports that GOP has morphed from
what it was in the 1960s and earlier into an entirely different creature—one that has sought to
establish itself in perpetuity as the dominant political party. He hits the right issues to offer
evidence of this: evangelicals want to install a theocracy and tear down the wall of separation
between church and state; Bush initiatives that have deeply eroded American civil liberties; and,
the efforts to demonize gays.

What Dean fails to explain is that the Republican Party has attained a position of
dominance precisely because of the policies he decries, and exercises that power not to, for
example, legalize prayer in schools or outlaw abortions, but to maximize corporate profits and
protect the interest of the rich. In that respect, it differs from Saving Ourselves. And, like other
books that have attempted to explore and explain the inner workings of the Republican machine,
it fails to articulate the costs to America and the world of its policies, ranging from the war in Iraq
to a climate increasingly unable to sustain life as we know it.
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CHAPTER OUTLINES

CHAPTER ONE
THE LONG ROAD FROM DEMOCRACY TO CORPORATE

DOMINION

Companies are able to virtually dictate policy to the American government and its people
because of a process that started in 1964 with the defeat of the Republican President nominee,
Sen. Barry Goldwater of Arizona. It came to fruition in 1980 with the election of former
Governor Ronald Reagan of California. In the 16 years between those two elections, the
Republican Party was utterly transformed. While its name remained unchanged, the new party
was utterly unlike the one that was founded in 1854 to oppose slavery. With Reagan’s election
the Party had been remade into one that relied on three elements:

! appeals to racism, often using the same marketing and framing techniques crafted to sell
products ranging from cigarettes to gasoline (and often using the same persons and firms);

! appeals to religious intolerance and other “values,” again employing marketing techniques
ranging from focus groups to polling, complemented by from-the-pulpit messages
delivered in churches; and,

! money from corporations and the rich used not just for campaigns, but for a massive
transformation of American society from one based on protection of the individual values
of humans to one aimed at sheltering property and those who own it.

Since 1980, the process has been one of consolidation and extension. The1980 foothold
on the Presidency and the Senate was inexorably expanded to include all three branches of
government. The process was duplicated at state and local levels, all while a sort of alternative,
parallel universe was established.
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CHAPTER TWO
WHOSE VOICE ARE YOU HEARING?

To subvert democracy by sowing confusions, America’s richest humans and its largest
corporations (ExxonMobil, General Motors, and Phillip Morris to name but three) have created a
system in which science is deftly confused and legitimate, mainstream scientists are demonized.
The “voices” that the public, press and Congress hear describe themselves as disinterested “free
market” or “libertarian” or “conservative”. In reality, they are wholly, or almost wholly, funded
by corporations and the rich who own and run them.

A casual review of the dominant issues of the past two decades and some simple computer
searches reveal the breathtaking scope of the corporate imprint on public policy. At just one of
the outlets, the Cato Institute, there are roughly 600 policy papers, virtually all of which depict
government as the villain and mammoth corporations and the incredibly rich as victims. They
include examinations of Medicaid (Medicaid’s Soaring Cost: Time to Step on the Brakes), urban
development ( Debunking Portland: The City That Doesn’t Work), health insurance (The
Massachusetts Health Plan: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly), voters (The Myth of the Rational
Voter: Why Democracies Choose Bad Policies), U.S. spending to help states (Federal Aid to the
States: Historical Cause of Government Growth and Bureaucracy) forest fires (The Perfect
Firestorm: Bringing Forest Service Wildfire Costs Under Control), oil imports (Energy
Alarmism: The Myths That Make Americans Worry about Oil); fighting (WhyWe Fight: How
Public Schools Cause Social Conflict); and, the gap between rich and poor (Has U.S. Income
Inequality Really Increased?).

Despite their wide range, however, these groups have reserved a special place in the hell
they have created for environmental issues in general and global warming in particular. This is in
large part because their money comes from oil, coal, auto and others for the exact purpose of, in
their words “repositioning the science” of global warming. Those giving money include Charles
and David Koch, tied as the 19th wealthiest Americans and owners of Koch Petroleum, the largest
privately held oil company in the United States; ExxonMobil and every other major oil company;
a wide range of coal companies; and, the oil-rich nation of Kuwait.

Said one of them: “Doubt is our product since it is the best means of competing with the
‘body of fact’ that exists in the mind of the general public. It is also the means of establishing a
controversy.”
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CHAPTER THREE
IT’S REAL

It is, quite simply, indisputable that global warming is a here and now a reality.
Temperatures might gradually rise through this century, but that is not the worst news. The truly
grim possibility is that such a temperature increase could happen in a span of five or ten years.
Could it happen? Yes. Will it happen? Nobody knows.

Air temperatures are the highest they have ever been, and those of the seas and soils are
hotter also. Sea levels have risen as warmer waters have expanded, and as glaciers, ice caps, and
sea ice have melted. Populations of plants and animals have shifted, as cool weather species have
been forced north and up mountainsides. The climate of northern Virginia today is what North
Carolina’s was 50 years ago. The ice packs of both the Arctic and Antarctic are melting, and
tundra is thawing in Siberia, Alaska and other places where it has been frozen for 10,000 years.
Hurricanes and cyclones are striking areas that have never before been hit, including Central
America and some Pacific Islands. All these changes and hundreds more are happening as
computer models predicted—or most troubling—faster. Those same models also accurately
projected what past climate should have been—and was—as well as what would happen after Mt.
Pinatubo exploded injecting millions of tons of dust and sulfur into the Earth’s atmosphere.
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CHAPTER FOUR
WILL CHANGING YOUR LIGHT BULB SAVE THE WORLD?
Wedged into a cramped industrial yard near downtown Stockholm, Sweden, a compact

and quiet engine converts coal to electricity and energy, as it has for more than 16 years, providing
the city with both warmth and power. Nowhere is coal burned even remotely as clean as it is here
at the Värtan plant—certainly not in any of the industrial nations such as Germany, Japan and the
United States, where virtual rivers of pollution pour from smoke stacks, killing trees and lakes and
humans, as well the climate under which civilization evolved.

The Värtan plant extracts a full 92 percent of the energy in the coal it burns. That
compares with an average of roughly 34 percent in the United States and most, leaving almost
two-thirds to be expelled into the air as waste heat, although it can be used. In Disney World, for
example, the waste heat is used to run the theme park’s air conditioning system. In some plants,
the waste heat is used to refine chemicals or produce paper pulp. In hospitals, hotels and
universities, the energy launders clothes, and heats or cools dormitories and classrooms.

If the world were powered by a fleet of Värtans—and it could be—air pollution of all sorts
from powerplants would be slashed by up to 95 percent. People, trees and the climate would
survive.

Almost every type of industrial facility could be made cleaner, saving money in the
process. Animal wastes, whether from hogs, cattle, sheep, chicken or turkeys, can be converted to
useful fuels, but almost never are. The same is true of human sewage.

None of these are technologies that require further development. Hundreds of such
advanced technologies sit on industrial shelves. They range from bulbs that can slash electricity
for lighting by two-thirds to cars—not tiny vehicles, but four-and five seaters—that travel 100
miles on a gallon of fuel. They exist today and have, many of them, for a quarter century or more.
But they are not being used—why?
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CHAPTER FIVE
SAVING OURSELVES FROM GLOBAL WARMING

The World’s Best: A quick tour of the world’s cleanest—

! coal-fired power plant (Värtan, Stockholm, Sweden);
! second cleanest coal-fired power plant (Tampa Electric, Florida);
! car, tie:

! Mercedes-Benz, Germany);
! General Motors (Detroit, United States);

! Second-cleanest car (Toyota, Japan);
! third cleanest car (Honda, Japan);
! truck (Volvo, Gotebourg, Sweden);
! steel mill (South Korea);
! cement kiln (The Netherlands);
! farm (Denmark);
! ship (Germany Navy, Hamburg, Germany);
! natural gas fired power plant (Tokyo);
! solar electricity generator (Spain, Nevada);
! refinery (Amsterdam);
! auto assembly plant (Mercedes-Benz, Munich, Germany);
! office building (Chicago, United States);
! printer (4P, Wisconsin);
! municipal waste incinerator (Vienna, Austria);
! neighborhood (Boulder, Colorado);
! city (Curitiba, Brazil; Portland, Oregon); and,
! nations (Sweden and Austria).

And more.
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CHAPTER SIX
PREPARING FOR KYOTO

It is Bonn, Germany in 1997. Negotiators from throughout the world are laying the
groundwork for another meeting in two months scheduled for Kyoto, Japan where many of the
world’s governments hope to strike an agreement to combat global warming. In fact, a proposed
agreement will emerge from those negotiations, but it will be dead before the details are agreed to,
and the man principally responsible is seated here in Bonn.

At the lower level, where official delegates enter and exit the meeting room, Donald
Pearlman is holding court. His black athletic shoes are a striking contrast to his dark suit and
white, shaggy hair. He is seated with a handful of others, all American lobbyists, at one of a half-
dozen groupings of chrome and leather chairs and love seats.

Roughly one of every six persons pre-registered for the Bonn meeting is a U.S. business
lobbyist. There were 95 in all, more than all delegates from South America and Africa combined,
and more than any single nation on Earth, save Japan. In contrast, only two American
environmental groups, Ozone Action and Climate Action Network-U.S., were signed up.

All of this would bear fruit in mid-1997, producing what industry wanted: to kill any
agreement on global warming. These maneuvers were merely to set the stage for a preemptive
strike in favor of profit over protection. It worked—again, because of money.
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CHAPTER SEVEN
THE SEARING REALITY

A powerful factor in my decision was the searing reality that I would have had to
spend half of every day between now and the next election fund-raising. To run an
effective campaign, I would have to ask literally thousands of people for money. I
would have had to raise $125,000 a week, or $25,000 every working day. That’s
about $3,000 an hour—more than lots of people earn in a month—distracted from
the job I was hired to do.

Lautenberg To Retire From Senate In 2000
Safe Democratic Seat Becomes Open Race

The Washington Post Feb. 18, 1999

* * *

In 1996, Chuck Hagel—soon to become the new Republican Senator from Nebraska—was
the kind of candidate who is every other politician’s worst nightmare: rich.

Running against a popular Democratic governor, Ben Nelson, Hagel was initially given
little chance by political oddsmakers. But he ran a good campaign, overtook Nelson, and when
things started getting close, Hagel played his trump card: he lent himself $1 million.

With that single act, Hagel became the instrument that would be wielded by the coal and
oil industries, as well as the Saudis, Kuwaitis and other Donald Pearlman allies, to halt for a
decade any international progress to curb global warming for a decade.

Hagel’s loan to himself catapulted him to victory, finishing with 56 percent of the vote to
Nelson’s 42 percent. But he also finished the race with a problem: he was out of pocket the $1
million he had lent his campaign. That’s when Hagel became every lobbyist’s dream: a newly-
elected U.S. Senator out to fill a $1 million hole in his bank account. That’s exactly the sort of
problem that those familiar with the ways of Washington know how to solve.

The process of solving Hagel’s problem illustrates how easy it has become to not only
discredit good science, but cow the Congress of the United States. Even though there are 100
members of the Senate and 435 of the House, the corporate machine can force the institution to its
knees by exploiting the greed of a handful of members. It requires a Republican and Democratic
pair in the Senate and House alike, and the rest is almost child’s play.
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CHAPTER EIGHT
ONCE UPON A TIME THERE WAS A FREE MARKET

Advocates of the “free market” argue that the free market is the best tool to preserve the
health and sustainability of the environment.1 That free market does not exist today, but there was
a time when, for practical purposes, it did. Examining the consequences of decisions made one of
America’s largest, oldest and most regarded companies and the family that controlled it for
roughly two centuries provides an opportunity to examine this thesis in the real world.

This company and its products poisoned children for three quarters of a century. It created
the largest nuclear waste dumps in the Western hemisphere at Hanford, Washington and Savannah
River, S.C., where 34 million gallons of radioactive waste held in 51 underground carbon steel
storage tanks is to be immobilized in glass. It developed a family of industrial chemicals that
destroyed stratospheric ozone, killing people throughout the world.

It developed the modern high compression automobile engine and, with it, the world’s
largest collective source of air pollution, especially smog and carbon dioxide, the dominant cause
of global warming. It bought over 500 light rail and streetcar firms in the United States, ripped
out their tracks, sold the rolling stock and replaced it with buses and increased reliance on the
private cars it manufactured.

It invested installment sales and product obsolescence and, with them, consumer debt. It
joined with other companies and families in the mid-1930s to mount an unsuccessful attempt to
overthrow the United States government.

You know it as E. I. Du Pont de Nemours, or DuPont, which once promised “Better
Things for Better Living . . . Through Chemistry.”

ENDNOTE:

1. Ted Gayer and John Horowitz, “Market-Based Approaches to Environmental Regulation,” Foundation and Trends
in Microeconomics,” July 2006.
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CHAPTER NINE
THE ALTERNATE UNIVERSE

To secure lasting victory in the battle for America’s future, corporations and the
foundations they created knew it was essential to control contemporary public debate while
fostering the next generation of “market” scholars, journalists, government employees, legislators
and activists.

To this end, millions of dollars have been channeled into university programs, university
chairs, lecture circuits and student newspapers and magazines. Money assures the continued
networks of professors, such as the National Association of Scholars, a network of university
professors dedicated to combating “liberal bias.” The Madison Center for Educational Affairs’
Collegiate Network links 70 so-called “conservative” student papers. By one estimate, supporters
pump roughly $20 million per year into these efforts.

Other funds are devoted to monitor academic output and propagate “free market” agendas
in the academic community. Still more money goes to the Institute for Educational Affairs, whose
purpose is to seek out promising Ph.D. candidates and undergraduate leaders, help them to
establish themselves through grants and fellowships, then assist in placing them with activist
organizations, research projects, student publications, federal agencies, or leading periodicals.

In the words of one journalist, the foundations have, “by strategically leveraging their
resources . . . engineered the rise of a right-wing intelligentsia that has come to wield enormous
influence in national policy debates.”
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CHAPTER TEN
TEN LONG YEARS

In 1997, industry-supported global warming skeptic Patrick Michaels crowed in victory
when the Clinton Administration unveiled a do-nothing plan on global warming that “atmospheric
carbon dioxide levels will continue to rise rapidly, so we’ll actually get to see whether those
forecasts of big warming are correct or not.”

This chapter is a time line, comparing global warming events during each of those ten
years. The following is an example.

1998
A strategy paper developed by the American
Petroleum Institute for fighting actions to curb
global warming concludes that “Victory will be
achieved when . . . recognition of uncertainty
becomes part of the conventional wisdom.” One
method to be employed to measure the plan’s
progress will be to count the number of news
reports that express uncertainty about the issue of
global warming. Those devising the strategy
include Jeffrey Salmon of the George C. Marshall
Institute; Steven Milloy, who later becomes a
FoxNews.com columnist; David Rothbard of the
Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow, which
has received $252,000 from ExxonMobil; Myron
Ebell of Frontiers of Freedom (who later moves to
the Competitive Enterprise Institute), also funded
with money ($612,000) from the oil giant; and
ExxonMobil lobbyist Randy Randol.
Representatives of the Exxon Corporation, the
Chevron Corporation, and the Southern Company,
were also involved. In June, industry-funded
National Center for Policy Analysis says the sun is
to blame for global warming. Fred Singer claims in
a letter to the Toronto Globe & Mail that the data
showing global warming are “suspect.” Coal
company Western Fuels Association founds the
Greening Earth Society, and the two share an
office, to promote the view that increasing levels of
atmospheric CO2 are good for humanity. Patrick
Michaels, Robert Balling, Sallie Baliunas and
Sherwood Idso are affiliated with it.

In late November of 1998, the
Worldwatch Institute and Munich Re the world’s
largest reinsurer, or insurer of insurance
companies, issue a report assessing the total
losses worldwide from storms, floods, droughts,
and fires for the first eleven months of that
unusual year. The staggering sum, at that time,
was a record $89 billion, nearly 50 percent higher
than the previous record of $60 billion in 1996.
These weather-related events claim about 32,000
lives, and displace 300 million people. Three
months earlier, LIFE magazine had chosen
“WEATHER” for its cover story, noting that in
the preceding year and a half, an unusual run of
weather-related disasters around the world had
cost thousands of lives and tens of billions of
dollars in damages. Fires in Florida burn 485,000
acres, consuming 300 homes. Osterkamp and
Romanovsky report that permafrost in parts of
interior Alaska have subsided 16 to 33 feet and
about 3.5 !F since the 1960’s. In Mexico, dengue
fever spreads above its former elevation limit of
3,300 feet, appearing at 5,600 feet. 1998 is the
warmest year on record. Indian Ocean surface
temperatures rise to unprecedented and sustained
levels, killing off (or ‘bleaching’) more than 90
percent of the inner Seychelles coral. Largely
unable to reseed and recover, many reefs collapse
into rubble and are soon covered by algae.
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CHAPTER ELEVEN
IN THE GOP’S GUTTER

Politicians are not angels, and elections everywhere tend to be rough and tumble affairs.
But in the gothic politics of the South, campaigns are scorched earth, take-no-prisoners battles.
Huey Long once had Louisiana State Police kidnap a critic and hold him incommunicado on a
remote island until the election had been held, for example.

What Republicans did, however, was not merely adopt the Southern tradition of gutter
politics but marry them with modern communications and marketing tools. Attacks on opponents
were transformed into a science, political smart bombs guided by polls and focus groups, and
brought to bear across entire regions and, finally, the nation as a whole.

Two men who worked for Strom Thurmond, a South Carolina Senator who ran for
President in1948 on the segregation Dixiecrat ticket, perfected the system. One was Harry Dent,
the other Lee Atwater.

Dent ran the 1968 presidential campaign of Richard Nixon in the South, then joined the
White House staff. In 1970, Dent ran the “townhouse operation,” a slush fund created with illegal
contributions used to make donations to political candidates so they could later be blackmailed.
He also helped oversee the 1972 re-election “ratfucking” of Nixon opponents: for example, a
letter was circulated, supposedly on the letterhead of Democratic presidential aspirant Edmund S.
Muskie, that a rival, Henry “Scoop” Jackson, was gay. This was a favorite technique because it
not only damaged both candidates—one for supposedly spreading the rumor, the other for perhaps
being guilty as charged—but so divided the opposition that it was weakened going into the
general election.

Dent provided an entree to a young college student from South Carolina, a former
Thurmond intern named Lee Atwater. Brash and engaging, in 1973 Atwater ran the successful
campaign of Karl Rove—who had also worked for Dent—for National Republican College
President. In Washington, the two met then-chairman of the Republican National Committee
Bush-the-father. Through him, Rove met Bush-the-son, whose campaigns Rove would later run.
Atwater, in turn, was picked to run the father’s 1988 campaign for the Presidency and the family,
ever suspicious of outsiders, placed Bush-the-son in Atwater’s office as a watcher.

It was Atwater who crafted “flip-flop” ads that killed the Presidential hopes of then-
Senator Bob Dole of Kansas, and Bush-the-son who persuaded the father to air them. Later,
Atwater conceived of and produced the Willie Horton television advertisement—though he
denied it at the time—that guaranteed the victory in 1988 of Bush-the-father as President. Horton
was a convict who, while on a weekend furlough from prison under a program defended by the
Democratic nominee, Massachusetts Governor Michael Dukakis, committed a brutal rape and
murder. Atwater and other top Bush campaign operatives tried out the story of Willie Horton, an
intensely black and menacing figure—out on a focus group. After being aired for 25 days on
cable television, Dukakis’ campaign was in a shambles. But it was, as the Bushes say, “just
politics.”
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CHAPTER TWELVE
BAD GOOD GUYS

By the 1990s, some corporations, especially electricity generators, realize that targeting
key environmentalists and enrolling them in their cause—while attacking others not so easily
persuaded—was a damned good idea.

In the 1970s, individual environmentalists and the organizations to which they belonged,
were on the attack. At the tops of their lists were the car makers and electricity generators which
collectively emit roughly 70 percent of air pollution. Industry had an immense advantage: their
money, like Proteus, the ancient Greek god who could change his shape at will, provided immense
flexibility. They had a willingness to delay decisions, shift strategies and allies, recast themselves
as academics, divide themselves in policy groups that seemed to range from rigid to unreasonable,
but all the while coordinating with one another.

Most importantly, however, the corporations never tired and their supply of money was
never exhausted. Not so with their adversaries, who one week might be fighting against
poisonous chemicals, and thus one set of opponents, and the next week attempting to rid the world
of leaded gasoline, with an entirely different army of lobbyists arrayed against them. To use a
sports analogy, the good guys were always confronted by a fresh bench, and if the industry
reserves did tire, they were simply replaced.

By the end of the mid-1980s, environmentalists had began to tire and, tempted by business
proffers, relent. In California in 1989, for example, Ralph Cavanagh, a senior lawyer at the
Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC), set up the “California Collaborative Process” in
which key environmentalists met behind closed doors with electricity generators. By the 1990s
Cavanaugh was helping the state’s electricity makers to successfully push for a “free market” in
kilowatts, which drove up the price of power and nearly darkened the entire state.

The pattern has now become the routine: rich environmental organizations like NRDC
and Environmental Defense either ally directly with their earlier adversaries, as Cavanaugh did, or
meet with them at forums that bill themselves as reaching out to corporate “moderates.” One of
the richest and best known of these is the Pew Center on Climate Change, based in Virginia and
funded by the Pew Foundation, whose money traces back to the fortunes amassed by J. Howard
Pew from the Sun Oil Company and the Sun Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company.

The results are relationships from which nearly everybody benefits: businesses appear
moderate, environmentalists are reasonable and new laws are enacted that appear to solve
problems—but don’t.
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CHAPTER THIRTEEN
CALIFORNIA SUNSET

On October 1, 1992, in the pre-dawn darkness of Newport Beach, a city bus roared down
Newport Center boulevard, past the manicured lawns and sprawling upscale shopping malls of the
community that some Californians call America’s Riviera.

Lights began to appear through the windows of the Newport Beach Marriott, winking on
as businessmen, and a few businesswomen, prepared for the second day of a meeting to discuss
the profit and employment potential generated by the near-lethal levels of smog for which the state
was known throughout the world.

There was singular optimism among the 310 men and women. Though the state’s
unemployment level hovered in the double-digits, the worst since the Great Depression, and
despite declining tax and personal incomes that threatened the serenity of America’s paradise, a
palpable enthusiasm filled the rooms. Talk dwelt not on the dismal present, but rather a bright
future: how El Pollo Loco’s new and nearly pollution free systems for grilling chicken might be
marketed in Japan and Europe; whether Alzeta’s unique “pyrocore” burners could solve the
pollution threats of Germany and The Netherlands, and thus create new jobs for unemployed
Californians; how soon the new battery-powered cars required by state regulations would be on
the road, and how well they might sell in the other forty-nine states.

People at this meeting knew that eventually the reality of global warming would become
unarguable and believed that when it happened California would have a head start on the rest of
the world for the largest market in history. Thanks to nearly two decades of far-sighted—
visionary is not too strong a term—leadership, California was in the tall cotton, as they might say
in South California, and was positioned to become the undisputed world’s leading manufacturing
site for the technologies of the future. It was home to the world’s largest manufacturer of solar
photovoltaic cells, the world’s largest solar thermal installation, the world’s largest concentration
of wind turbines, the world’s cleanest technologies for generating electricity or burning fuel, the
world’s cleanest paints and solvents, the world’s cleanest cars, trucks and buses, as well as the
world’s least polluting fuels. The world’s first zero-polluting cars and buses were plying
California’s streets and highways, and it was home to the largest concentration of fuel cells in the
world.

Within ten years, it had all collapsed, killed by California’s own businesses and
industries—the ones that make money by producing pollution rather than reducing it. For the sake
of their own short-term profits, the firms mounted a series of parallel coordinated attacks,
demonstrating that even in a place where the public and public officials are deeply committed and
extraordinarily talented, corporate money will, in the end, prevail.
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CHAPTER FOURTEEN
CONSEQUENCES

In 1955, GM accounted for half of the American auto market, at a time when four of every
five cars in the world rumbled off U.S. assembly lines. Starting in the 1970s, U.S. production
went into a steady drop, and in the spring of 2007, Toyota sold more cars and trucks worldwide
than GM—the first time since 1931 GM had not occupied the top spot. The other “Big Three” are
hanging on by a thread as well.

The United States supplied half the world’s gross product in 1950, down to 21 percent
today. In 1999, 25 percent of the world’s manufacturing production was U.S. versus 60 percent in
1950. In 2002, only one of the ten largest electronics and electrical equipment manufacturers was
American; two of the eight largest motor vehicle makers; three of the ten largest petroleum
refiners; four of the ten largest telecommunications companies; five of ten pharmaceutical firms;
three of seven airlines; and six of the twenty-five largest banks in the world.

A Parade magazine survey in April, 2006 found that 48 percent of Americans believed
they were worse off than their parents had been. There’s reason for that sentiment, for as the
dominance of U.S. capitalism has declined, so, too, has income. Between 1977 and 1997,
however, median family income grew by only 10 percent, entered a period of stagnation, then fell
until 2006. The income of married-couple families grew, but largely because wives had joined the
labor force.

In 1987, for the first time in American history, men aged 25–34 had a lower median
income than their fathers, and the fall did not stop. By 2004, the median income was $30,984—a
12 percent drop from the level of $35,126 in 1974. The poverty rate for children in 1969 was 14
percent, but it has been at or above 20 percent since 1981.

Republicans took care of their benefactors, the rich, however, and by 2006 the top 1
percent of Americans—those with incomes that year of more than $348,000—were garnering the
largest share of income since 1928.

The litany of ills afflicting this nation is immense, and virtually all of them can be traced
back to a single root cause: the greed of the corporation and the rich, who have refused to require
that businesses own up to their responsibilities, leaving the U.S. with increasingly non-
competitive industries, a country indebted to foreigners and dependent on their good will. The
United States is addicted to foreign oil because Detroit is incapable of making fuel efficient cars.
The United States spends more money on the military than virtually all other nations combined
because it must keep the oil pipelines open so GM can maintain a market share, even one that is
shrinking.

This chapter will review many of these areas of American vulnerability ranging from the
highest infant mortality rate among industrialized nations to obesity in our children, but close with
an examination of the state of America’s environment and the impacts of global warming.
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CHAPTER FIFTEEN
SAVING OURSELVES

The contents of this chapter must of necessity be dictated by the lessons that can be drawn
from those that went before. That said, the author’s personal view is that actions that must be
taken include the following:

! Money must be completely removed from politics. If a Constitutional amendment is
required to achieve this, then one should be adopted.

! Corporations, their shareholders and their officers must be held accountable. Limitations
on shareholder liability should be pierced when the consequences of corporate activities or
products create widespread harm. Officers should be criminally liable for knowing
endangerment when the natural consequence of their actions, including donations to
organizations that wilfully distort and misrepresent science, is to avert action required to
avoid serious, widespread harm.

! The combustion of coal, oil and other carbon-containing fuels should be reduced starting
immediately, and ceased altogether as soon as technologically possible, but not later than
2025.

! Certain specific sources of air pollution, notably cargo ships, should be banned from
burning certain fuels not later than January 1, 2010.

In candor, however, it is the author’s judgment that the grip of corporations and the rich on
the American political system is so strong and their greed so great that neither these actions, nor
others, will be taken. The next generation of the world’s children will not live out their useful
lives, and human civilization will be lost, possibly for the better.
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SAMPLE CHAPTER

CHAPTER SEVEN
THE SEARING REALITY

A powerful factor in my decision was the searing reality that I would have had to
spend half of every day between now and the next election fund-raising. To run an
effective campaign, I would have to ask literally thousands of people for money. I
would have had to raise $125,000 a week, or $25,000 every working day. That’s
about $3,000 an hour—more than lots of people earn in a month—distracted from
the job I was hired to do.

Lautenberg To Retire From Senate In 2000
Safe Democratic Seat Becomes Open Race

The Washington Post Feb. 18, 1999

In 1996, Chuck Hagel—soon to become the new Republican Senator from Nebraska—was
the kind of candidate who is every other politician’s worst nightmare: rich.

Running against a popular Democratic governor, Ben Nelson, Hagel was initially given
little chance by political oddsmakers. But he ran a good campaign, overtook Nelson, and when
things started getting close, Hagel played his trump card: he lent himself $1 million.

With that single act, Hagel became the instrument that would be wielded by the coal and
oil industries, as well as the Saudis, Kuwaitis and other Donald Pearlman’s allies, to halt for a
decade any international progress to curb global warming for a decade.

Hagel’s loan to himself catapulted him to victory, finishing with 56 percent of the vote to
Nelson’s 42 percent. But he also finished the race with a problem: he was out of pocket the $1
million he had lent his campaign. That’s when Hagel became every lobbyist’s dream: a newly-
elected U.S. Senator out to fill a $1 million hole in his bank account. That’s exactly the sort of
problem that those familiar with the ways of Washington know how to solve.

The process of solving Hagel’s problem illustrates how easy it has become to not only
discredit good science, but cow the Congress of the United States. Even though there are 100
members of the Senate and 435 of the House, the corporate machine can force the institution to its
knees by exploiting the greed of a handful of members. It requires a Republican and Democratic
pair in the Senate and House alike, and the rest is almost child’s play.
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More troubling still, it demonstrates how multi-national corporations develop global
strategies that thrust the power of the United States abroad to serve their ends and, by so doing,
threaten all of humanity.

Although he had not previously held elective office, Hagel was no stranger to the nation’s
capital. From 1971 to 1977, he had been chief aide to Republican Rep. John Y. McCollister, then
became a lobbyist for Firestone for three years, which was followed by a stint in the number two
spot at the Veterans’ Administration in the Reagan Administration. It was after this
apprenticeship in Washington politics that Hagel founded Vanguard Cellular Systems and made
his fortune, then returned to Nebraska to lay the foundation for a run for the U.S. Senate.

Within days of Hagel’s election, the coal and oil industries, as well as others opposed to
action to stem global warming, began sending him hefty “campaign” contributions—even though
the old campaign was finished and his next campaign was almost six years away. The money
didn’t pay for campaign expenses like consultants or advertisements. Instead, most of it—
$787,000 of the $1,099,783 raised in 1997–98—went straight into the Hagel’s bank account.
From there, Hagel could do whatever he wished with the money. So why are these “campaign
contributions” instead of bribes? Because Congress writes the law that defines what a bribe is.

It is a measure of how much America’s politicians have changed that less than 50 years
ago, Richard Nixon was almost forced from the ticket with Dwight Eisenhower because he had
accepted and used money for purposes that are today commonplace. Perhaps the lesson to be
learned from reviewing Chuck Hagel’s campaign receipts and expenditures is that a system of
corruption that once was conducted at a retail level, one vote at a time, is today done at wholesale.
The immense amount of money flowing out of the accounts of big business and into the accounts
of politicians does not buy single votes or individual politicians, but rather the entire system, or at
least immense chunks of it. Money is applied to fields of Washington in much the same way that
fertilizer and pesticides are worked in the soils by a farmer, stunting the growth of plants that are
unwanted while bolstering the health of those that are. So, too, are healthy politicians brought to
harvest.

Politicians will say they pay no attention to the identities of their contributors, and that
there is no connection between what is given to them and what they do. Make your own
judgment, but I personally believe that is simply, and obviously, untrue. Admittedly, politicians
don’t have every contributor in mind every day. When contributors number in the thousands, it’s
tough to keep track of them all. But one reason companies have lobbyists is to remind forgetful
legislators, and they do.a

a I recall a meeting some years ago when a Republican Senator, Slade Gorton of Washington, that I was
staffing and I were counting votes in preparation for a showdown on the Senate floor. We were attempting
to repeal the federal Noise Control Act. A court had held that it barred state noise laws, but with Ronald
Reagan’s election to the Presidency all money and people for the law had been reduced to zero. We were
trying to return power to the states. Gorton said that another Committee member, Frank Murkowski of
Alaska, would vote against it because a lobbyist, former Kentucky Senator Marlow Cook had given him
$5,000, wanted a vote, and this was it. Murkowski’s client was said to be Harley Davidson, the U.S.
motorcycle maker whose slogan at the time was “make your own thunder.”
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There’s no coal or oil in Nebraska, but Hagel became one of the most unflinching allies of
the industries. Hagel’s money came from aWho’s Who of polluters—BP Amoco, Chevron,
Marathon, Mobil, Occidental, Shell, Tenneco, and Texaco, as well as the Big Three automakers
and electric utilities in West Virginia, Ohio, the Dakotas, Michigan, California, Georgia,
Alabama, and Florida. Most of these supporters had given not one cent to Hagel during the
electoral campaign in 1995–96.

There is no evidence that the words global warming or anything similar ever crossed
Hagel’s lips during the campaign. A search of the Omaha World Herald files yielded no mention
of the issue by Hagel, campaign observers say the subject of global warming never arose, and
Hagel’s office failed to respond to both written and telephone inquiries on the subject.2

Hagel might have been a cipher on global warming before the election, but he certainly
wasn’t afterwards. Within months of his election Hagel became an instant expert on global
warming.3

As Hagel and his allies began working on global warming, the other parts of the machinery
began working. Michaels, Singer, Lindzen and the other junk scientists began writing reports
critical of the science, casting doubts on its quality and attacking their adversaries as biased.
These articles were then circulated to echo machine, which would reprint them widely.

Simultaneously, economic studies were written concluding that the impact of emission
controls would be devastating. The most widely circulated of these was from a Charles River
Associates report, “World Economic Impacts of US Commitments to Medium Term Carbon
Emission Limits.” It was paid for by the Edison Power Research Institute (an arm of electricity
producers), the American Petroluem Institute (oil industry) and the American Automobile
Manufacturers Association (car makers).4

For their part, the Congressional cogs in the machine began scheduling hearings, making
floor statements and speeches. As these efforts mounted, the political action committees (PACs)
and corporate executives cracked open the floodgates of money, swelling the campaign war
chests.b

b This is the way the PAC system works, using Norfolk Southern as an example.
Coal is especially important to Norfolk Southern, which makes it a vital concern to Virginia members of

Congress who, in turn, dominate the most powerful legislative committee in the House of Representatives,
Energy and Commerce. In the second quarter of 2005, for example, Norfolk Southern reported a record
net income of $424 million—a 99 percent increase compared with net income of $213 million for the same
2004 period. The reason was, quite simply, coal, which accounted for $578 million of the company’s gross
revenue for that quarter.

Starting in January and continuing through 1997 the following executives or employees of Norfolk
Southern contributed to the railroad’s political action committee, Norfolk Southern Good Government Fund:
B.J. Ahern ($500), C.F. Alley, Jr. ($500), P.N. Austin ($900), J.C. Bishop ($2000), R.A. Brogan ($2,000),
L.R. Collingwood ($300), D.S. Cooper ($500), D.A. Coz ($2,160), A.J. Doyle ($250), T.L. Finkbiner
($1,800), D.L. Glenum ($500), D.R. Goode ($5,910), M.H. Haynesworth ($500), T.S. Hostutler ($600), R.H.
Jones ($600), H.C. Mauney ($2,000), C.W. Moorman ($2,750), R.T. Plain ($300), L.I. Prillaman ($3,740),
W.J. Romig ($1,000), D.E. ($1,000), S.C. Tobias ($4,576), R.C. Upchurch ($400), D.H. Watts ($416), C. J.
Wehrmeister ($750), and H.C. Wolf ($8,400), for a total of $36,562.

In the 1997–98 election cycle, Norfolk Southern collected money from 234 people, and gave to 316
candidates. In addition, it gave to four other PACs: $5,000 each to the Association of American Railroads
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On February 6, 1997, the nation’s fifth largest cement manufacturer, Ash Grove Cement,
gave Hagel $1,000.5 Nearly one month later, on March 4, 1997, National Portland Cement
Association PAC gave Hagel $1,000, adding another $1,000 on July 22nd. Individuals joined in
filling Hangel’s accounts: In March, 1997, Hagel received $1,000 from Duane Ackley of the
Crete Corporation, a national over-the-road trucking company. On May 22nd, Ackley gave Hagel
another $500, while his “homemaker” wife added another $500. Another Crete official, Tonn
Ostergard gave $1,000.6

Hagel had been appointed to the Committee on Foreign Relations and chaired the
Subcommittee on International Economic Policy, Export and Trade Promotion. On June 19,
1997, the Subcommittee held a hearing on global warming. It was not, said Hagel, about who was
for or against the environment but rather “truth and facts.”7 The first witnesses were Sen. Byrd,
who emphasized the need to develop newer, cleaner technologies, and Rep. Dingell, who
expressed doubt about the quality of climate science. The next witness, Clinton Administration
Undersecretary of State and former U.S. Senator Tim Wirth, defended the science and urged U.S.
leadership in curbing emissions. The final panel of witnesses were Rich Trumka, former head of
the Mineworkers Union and at the time Secretary-Treasurer of the AFL-CIO; Kevin Fay of the
International Climate Change Partnership; and, Bryce Neidig of the Nebraska Farm Bureau.c

On June 26, Hagel held another hearing, this one featuring the National Association of
Manufacturers and, once again, the former head of the United Mine Workers, as well as Patrick
Michaels.

Soon, Hagel was himself lecturing on global warming. Speaking on July 15, 1997 at a
conference on global warming organized by front group Competitive Enterprise Institute, Hagel
termed the science “inconclusive” and the implications “unclear,” citing, not surprisingly, Patrick
Michaels.8 On September 29th, he spoke at a National Center for Policy Analysis briefing, where
he said it would be a “disastrous course of action” to adopt a global agreement on global
warming.9

But the damaging blow dealt by Hagel to action to curb global warming was lending his
name to the “Byrd-Hagel Resolution,” which required developing nations—even those with little
electricity or running water—to cut pollution before the United States, the world’s largest polluter,
would reduce its emissions by as much as one pound.

and New Republican Majority PACs and $1,000 to Blue Dog PAC. Although the Norfolk Southern PAC did
not contribute directly to Hagel, the Nebraska Senator received $5,000 from the New Republican Majority
Fund on July 16, 1997.

The PAC operates out of Norfolk Southern’s headquarters at Three Commercial Place, Norfolk,
Virginia. The railroad provides office space, administrative support, salaries and other expenses. Source:
CQMoneyLine.

c Despite its name, the national and state-level Farm Bureaus are dominated by agri-business pesticide,
fertlizer and equipment manufacturers, not individual farms.
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The resolution was introduced on June 12th, with Byrd, Hagel and 46 other cosponsors.
On June 18th, 14 additional cosponsors were added. By July 25, when the resolution was taken up
by the full Senate, there were 65 cosponsors.

Hagel’s first action was to have two editorials printed in the Congressional Record from
that day’s Wall Street Journal. One, “A Treaty Built on Hot Air” was written by former Buffalo
Bills professional football quarterback and former Representative Jack Kemp. Kemp assailed an
international agreement on global warming, saying the net cost to the U.S. “could reach hundreds
of billions annually.”10 Kemp cited the Charles River Associates report. The second, “Not
Scientific Consensus,” bore the name of Fred Singer.d

One Senator after another came to the floor extolling the efforts of Byrd and Hagel, even
the usually pro-environment Rhode Island Republican who succeeded Stafford as Chair of the
Committee on Environment and Public Works, John Chafee.11 Only Sen. John Kerry of
Massachusetts resisted, but in the end even he joined as the resolution passed the Senate 95–0.12

The resolution erected two major obstacles to participation by the U.S.—which accounts
for roughly one-fifth of the world’s emissions of carbon dioxide— in an international agreement.

First, it rejected as unacceptable any agreement that “would result in serious harm to the
economy of the United States.” Second, it required developing nations, many of which have little
electricity, running water or sewers, much less adequate supplies of energy, to meet “new specific
scheduled commitments to limit or reduce greenhouse gas emissions . . . within the same
compliance period” as rich industrialized nations like the U.S. It is that second requirement that
many diplomats consider to be the deal-buster at international negotiations.

Roughly one week later, Donald Pearlman, David Finnegan and the other American
lobbyists boarded their flights for Bonn, where the last stake would be driven into the heart of
what would later be named the Kyoto Protocol. At the meeting, Pearlman would be seen huddling
with a Nigerian delegate, in a mood that was described by an observer as “gleeful.” If developing
countries were to dig in and in reaction to the Byrd-Hagel Resolution, insist on no new
commitments, then the Kyoto protocol would be dead. “We can kill this thing,” he was heard to
say.13

The Byrd-Hagel Resolution was not the only roadblock being raised to an international
agreement.

The Senate Committee on Energy and Natural Resources, chaired by Frank Murkowski of
Alaska, joined in holding hearings on global warming on September 30th. With other skeptics
having already testified elsewhere, Murkowski opted for Sallie Baliunas.

As the dates for the Kyoto negotiations began approaching, Hagel stepped up pressure. On
October 3rd, he told the Senate of Lindzen’s view that research had “failed to establish that global

d During 1997, Richard Lindzen would be cited in the U.S. Senate five times, Patrick Michaels six, Sallie
Baliunas twice and Fred Singer once.
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warming is a significant problem” and Michaels conviction that “conditions in the real world”
failed to match computer models.”14

While the freshman Senator was busy fighting against an international agreement, his
campaign was raising money. During the two years following Hagel’s election—with his next
election not until 2002—Hagel raised roughly $133,000 from the political action committees of
those opposed to action to curb global warming. This was more than five times as much as he
raised from these same groups before the election. His post-election contributors included not
only BP Amoco, Chevron, Marathon, Mobil, Occidental, Shell, Tenneco, and Texaco oil
companies, but electric utilities in West Virginia, Ohio, the Dakotas, Michigan, California,
Pennsylvania, Kansas City, Minnesota, Philadelphia, Georgia, Alabama, Florida, and Tampa, as
well as the Big Three car makers of General Motors, Ford and Daimler Chrysler, and several coal
companies. Virtually none of these interests had given Hagel even so much as a dollar before the
election.

Although federal law limits individual contributions, it’s easy to circumvent, since
spouses, children, customers, vendors, and lawyers (and their spouses, children, customers, and
sub-vendors) can also provide $1,000 per election. For example, former U.S. Trade
Representative and Secretary of Agriculture Clayton Yeutter gave Hagel $2,000 in the 1996
campaign cycle, while “homemaker” Christy Bach Yeutter pitched in another $1,000.e

Individual contributions from an association president or senior partner in a major law
firm are a dead giveaway that industry or special-interest money is being directed to a candidate.
In Hagel’s case, the head of the Global Climate Coalition, William O'Keefe—also a senior vice
president of the American Petroleum Institute—chipped in $2,000.15

Sometimes connections are veiled. Although the coal, oil, electric utility, and auto
industries obviously have stakes in the global-warming debate, why would the National
Association of Convenience Stores give Hagel $2,000? Answer: because oil companies own
them. Exxon’s Tiger Marts, for example. Railroads? First, because many of them own coal
mines and, second, because shipping it is the largest single sources of railroad income.16

In 1998 and 1999 Hagel received $1,000 from the Arch Coal Political Action Committee
(ARCHPAC). Arch Coal is the nation’s second-largest coal producer, supplying about one-tenth
of U.S. coal, a volume that accounts for approximately six percent of the nation’s electricity.
Other beneficiaries of ARCHPAC’s largesse include Senator Robert C. Byrd, West Virginia
Democrat and cosponsor of the Byrd-Hagel Resolution; Representative John D. Dingell, Michigan
Democrat, who is the protector of the U.S. auto industry and an adamant foe of action on global

eWhen researching campaign contributions, it is essential to focus on individuals and political action
committees (PACs) alike. Corporations and labor unions—and environmental groups, for that matter—are
prohibited by federal law from donating directly to a candidate. Instead, they establish PACs, through which
money is funneled on the suspect theory that there is a difference between a corporation or organization
and its PAC. As a result, most of the special-interest money flows through PACs, though probably at least
another third—in some cases, half—comes from real persons. At the time of Hagel’s election, PACs could
give $5,000 per candidate in the primary and again in the general election, while individuals were limited to
$1,000.
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warming; and Senator Christopher (Kit) Bond of Missouri, the Republican who chairs the
appropriations subcommittee that doles out money for the environment.17

Utilities Pay Scientist Ally On Warming

Coal-burning utilities are contributing money to one of the few remaining climate scientists openly critical of the
broad consensus that fossil fuel emissions are intensifying global warming.

The critic, Patrick J. Michaels, is a professor of environmental sciences at the University of Virginia, a senior
fellow at the libertarian Cato Institute and Virginia’s state climatologist.

Dr. Michaels told Western business leaders last year that he was running out of money for his analyses of other
scientists’ global warming research. So a Colorado utility organized a collection campaign for him last week and has
raised at least $150,000 in donations and pledges.

The utility, the Intermountain Rural Electric Association, based in Sedalia, Colorado, has given Dr. Michaels
$100,000 of its own, said Stanley R. Lewandowski Jr., its general manager. Mr. Lewandowski said that one company
planned to give $50,000 and that a third planned to contribute to Dr. Michaels next year.

“We cannot allow the discussion to be monopolized by the alarmists,” Mr. Lewandowski wrote in a July 17th
letter to 50 other utilities. He also called on other electric cooperatives to undertake a counterattack on “alarmist”
scientists and specifically Al Gore’s movie “'An Inconvenient Truth,”' which lays much of the blame for global
warming on heat-trapping gases like carbon dioxide.

Mr. Lewandowski and Dr. Michaels, who holds a Ph.D. in ecological climatology from the University of
Wisconsin, have openly acknowledged the donations and say they see no problem. But some environmental advocates
say the effort clearly poses a conflict of interest.

“This is a classic case of industry buying science to back up its anti-environmental agenda,” said Frank
O’Donnell, president of the Washington advocacy group Clean Air Watch.

Others, however, view it as the type of lobbying that goes along with many divisive issues. One environmental
scientist, Donald Kennedy, former president of Stanford University and current editor in chief of the journal Science,
said skeptics like Dr. Michaels were lobbyists more than researchers.

“I don't think it’s unethical any more than most lobbying is unethical,” Dr. Kennedy said.
Dr. Michaels is best known for his newspaper opinion columns and books, including “'Meltdown: The

Predictable Distortion of Global Warming by Scientists, Politicians and the Media.” He also writes research articles
published in scientific journals.

He has been quoted by major newspapers more than 150 times in the last two years, according to a LexisNexis
database search. He and Mr. Lewandowski say that their side of global warming is not being heard and that the
donations resulted from a speech Dr. Michaels gave to the Western Business Roundtable last fall.

Dr. Michaels said the money would help pay his staff.
“Last I heard, anybody can ask a scientific question,” he said.

The Associated Press
July 28, 2006

These and other contributions did wonders in reducing the debt that Hagel owed himself.
Of the $1,099,783 that he collected in 1997–98, he paid $787,000 to himself. In other words, for
every $1,000 donated by a coal, oil, utility, auto or other polluting interest, roughly $750 was the
equivalent of a direct deposit to his personal bank account. In 1999–2000, Hagel paid himself
another $205,000.

Hagel was by no means alone. Sen. Kit Bond of Missouri, for example, chaired the HUD-
Independent Agencies Appropriation Subcommittee at the time. It has jurisdiction of the
Environmental Protection Agency’s budget, and Bond had no qualms about using his position to
throttle the agency.

On the opposite side of the Capitol in the House of Representatives, industry water was
being carried by a variety of Congressmen. Rep. James Sensenbrenner of Wisconsin, then the
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Chairman of the House Committee on Science was raking in the dough as well: $1,000 from
Boeing; $500 from Ford; $500 from McDonnell Douglas; $500 from General Electric; $1,000
from Philip Morris; $2,500 from Lockheed-Martin; $500 from Navistar; $750 from Wisconsin
Electric; $500 from General Motors; $1,000 from United Parcel Service; $500 from Pfizer; $500
from GTE; $2,000 from AT&T; $2,000 from the National Association of Beverage Retailers
Political Action Committee; $3,000 from Dealers Election Action Committee of the National
Automobile Dealers Association (NADA); $500 from Allied-Signal; $1,000 from Boeing; $500
from General Electric; $500 from John Deere; and, $500 from General Motors, all in 1997.

Not surprisingly, when Sensenbrenner gaveled a hearing by the Science Committee to
order on October 7, 1997, he decried climate science, saying temperatures had been “cooler.”

The Democrat fronting for industry in the House was John Dingell, Jr., one of the most
widely feared legislators due to his bullying tactics. Dingell illustrates not only how corrupt the
system has become, but why it needn’t be that way.

The Michigan representative occupies a seat that was held by his father from 1933 to
1955, when the son was elected. Dingell is always re-elected easily, sometimes with no
opposition. Nevertheless, he routinely amasses large amounts of campaign cash. In 1988, for
example, when he was unopposed, Dingell still raised $462,180.18

The 1997–98 period was no exception. Dingell collected from too many donors to list
conveniently, but the gifts included $2,000 from Ford, $1,000 each from Florida Power and Light,
Acton Committee for Rural Electrification, ICF Kaiser, ARCO, McDermott, Will & Emery,
American Crystal Sugar, Elf Atochem, DTE Energy, Houston Industries, and Norfolk Southern—
and that was only in January, 1997 and just the political action committees.19

Testifying before the Hagel subcommittee on June 19, 1997, Dingell raised five questions
to which he had “yet to receive satisfactory answers” he said. He asked whether science had
“overreached” and whether there might be an “economic fiasco.”20 Seated next to Dingell was
Sen. Byrd. Together, they represented the two most feared members of Congress in a half-
century, each given to retribution for even the smallest most dimly remembered slights.

On July 15th, as the Clinton Administration unveiled its analysis of the economic side
effects of action to curb global warming—concluding that they would be only half as severe as
those projected by Charles River Associates—its representative was greeted with what The New
York Times described as “blistering” questioning by Dingell. He contended that returning
emissions to 1990 levels would requiring increasing gasoline taxes 26 cents a gallon and
electricity rates 2 cents per kilowatt hour.12 Committee Chairman Tom Bliley of Virginia, who
had received $62,000 in campaign contributions from the coal, oil and other allied interests
between January 1, 1997 and the date of the hearing, joined in the attacks.22

Hagel, Sensenbrenner and Dingell all blitzed the negotiations in Kyoto, where Hagel
attacked the Clinton Administration, contending that an agreement would constitute a seizure of
“national sovereignty” that would create a “United Nations multinational bureaucracy .”23
By that time, however, the agreement, and indeed the meeting itself, were irrelevant. An
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agreement that had not even been negotiated yet, was already dead in the United States.
Corporations had deftly married the writings of an eccentric (Lindzen) an octogenarian (Singer), a
coal industry hire (Michaels), and a scientist labeled by one of their own lobbyists as senile (Seitz)
to politicians eager to accept their campaign contributions to kill, in less than one year, an
international agreement that had been ten years in the making.



Proposal: Saving Ourselves Page 42 of 43

ENDNOTES:

1. This kind of information can be found at sites like www.tray.com/, which is a “who gave what to whom” site
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ASARCO), chemicals, and the state of Connecticut. For air pollution, check oil and gas as well as electric utilities
(especially the Southern Company). For forests, check paper and forest products (especially Champion International
and building contractors).

The Center for Responsive Politics operates a good general purpose site, www.opensecrets.org/, but one quickly
outgrown as skills develop. Much of the information has been “dumbed down,” making it easy to understand but
frustrating when you want specific dates and names.
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