
KILLING KYOTO

We can kill this thing.
Donald Pearlman

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, together with his allies from the
American corporate community.

There is a certain smugness on the faces of American business lobbyists, for they know
that the agreement that will come to be called the Kyoto Protocol after it is negotiated a few
months from now, is already dead. Roughly one week before the American lobbyists boarded
their flights at Washington ‘s Dulles Airport, the U.S. Senate had unanimously adopted, by a vote
of 95-0, the Byrd-Hagel Resolution, designed to prevent any international agreement to curb
global warming.

The resolution said that any agreement that “would result in serious harm to the economy
of the United States” was unacceptable and would be rejected by the U.S. Senate, which
exercises the Constitutional power to accept or reject treaties with other nations.  And, perhaps
more importantly, the resolution required that developing nations 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 this requirement that is likely to be the
deal-buster at international negotiations, because if only a few such nations–or, indeed, just one,
if it is important enough–objects to this requirement, talks will be brought to an unbreakable
deadlock.  The American lobbyists are intending for this to happen.

Roughly one week after the Senate approved Byrd-Hagel, Donald Pearlman, David
Finnegan and the other American lobbyists boarded their flights for Bonn. There, 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.”

“We can kill this thing,” he was heard to say.1

By 1997, manipulation has been reduced to Betty Crocker chemistry: follow the recipe
and the result will be just what you want.

! There must be industry organizations.  In this case, there are at least three. Pearlman
heads one of them, the Global Climate Council.

! Both the university-based counterintelligensia and the Washington, D.C.-based echo



chamber must be engaged and producing documents.  They were.  At least 30 groups were
actively working on global warming as an issue, and several have representatives that will attend
meetings in Kyoto.  ExxonMobil is channeling large sums of money to the groups, especially the
Competitive Enterprise Institute.

! Members of Congress must have been recruited and involved. They were.  Sen. Robert
C. Byrd of West Virginia, the senior Democrat in the Senate is the primary Democratic co-
sponsor of the Byrd-Hagel resolution.  Because Byrd represents a coal-mining state, was himself
once a miner, and is routinely reelected with only token opposition, very little persuasion would
have been required to bring him aboard.  To the extent that any was necessary, it was likely
provided by the United Mine Workers union, whose president, Rich Trumka, will be in Kyoto. 
Byrd’s long memory and  vindictiveness are so legendary in the Senate that few are willing to
incur his wrath.

! Cash must be flowing to the campaigns of members of Congress. It was.  The
Republican half of the resolution, Sen. Chuck Hagel of Nebraska, had already received several
hundred thousands of dollars in campaign contributions.  Hagel will also be in Kyoto. The
campaign coffers of key members of both the Senate and House have been filled.

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
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.

The Democrat fronting for industry in the House was John Dingell, Jr., one of the most
widely feared legislators in Congress 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



! Committee and subcommittees must be holding hearings and otherwise exerting pressure. 
They were.  October 7, 1997, Sensenbrenner gaveled a hearing by the Science Committee to
order, then decried climate science, saying temperatures had been “cooler.”

Earlier, on June 19, 1997, Dingell had testifyed before the Hagel subcommittee in the Senate,
sahying that there were 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

In short, the pieces were in place to kill Kyoto, though the final details were yet to be ironed
out.  That would happen in Bonn and in the months following.

The gathering in Bonn was a pre-meet to iron out details for the coming session in Kyoto and
queue up issues, so policy makers could discuss and resolve them.

At the Beethovenhalle, people mill about talking, smoking, strolling from one group to
another, connecting.  There is a  muffled din of conversation, punctuated by the clinking of cups
on saucers.  The walnut floored ante-chamber off the ballroom is roughly the size of a basketball
court sliced in half lengthwise.  Columns of polished black marble, with exposed edges of granite
support an open upper level where at a dozen small tables people talk over coffee or soft drinks.

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.

The mix of people seated at the other tables changes regularly, but not at Pearlman’s. 
Delegates from oil rich nations such as Nigeria, Saudi Arabia and Kuwait come and go from the
Pearlman table, but he and his American colleagues remain anchored there throughout the day.

An undersecretary at the U.S. Department of Interior during the Reagan Administration,
Pearlman heads the Global Climate Council.  Its membership is a closely guarded secret;  U.N.
rules require that members of an organization like his be made public, but Pearlman has found
and exploited a loophole that allows the Council’s membership to remain secret, so people can
only guess who he represents.

Still, Pearlman is a lawyer with Patton Boggs, a Washington, D.C.-based firm with over 400
lawyers. It is quite possible that Pearlman’s clients include some of the oil-rich nations with
which he works closely, because the firm has a long history of representing foreign interests.  It
now has an office in Doha, Qatar, and once had another in Saudi Arabia.   More to the point,2

Pearlman is a former registered foreign agent for the governments of Abu Dhabi, Oman, Quatar,
the United Arab Emirates and other oil rich nations. Whatever the connections between Pearlman
and the oil exporters, there is no question that Pearlman serves the delegates of the oil-rich
nations as if they were clients, whether or not they are.  One person said of a scene he observed
in 1990:



On the  first evening in Sundsvaal [August 1990] … Don Pearlman was seated in the
lobby with five diplomats, all Arab, including the head of the Saudi delegation. They had
their heads down, copies of the draft negotiation text for the IPCC final report open in
front of them. He looked like a professor holding a tutorial class. As I walked passed, I
saw him pointing to a particular paragraph and I heard him say, quite distinctly, “if we
can cut a deal here . . .”3

On another occasion, the Kuwaitis attempted to submit amendments in Pearlman’s own
handwriting.  His tampering with the process—“the shameless way he used the Saudi 
Arabian delegation as a proxy for his stalling tactics,” in the words of one observer—led to so
many complaints from the delegates of non-OPEC nations that United Nations officials banned
representatives from outside organizations from the meeting room.  Even then, Pearlman refused
to leave until threatened with being forcibly removed by uniformed guards.4

The members of Pearlman’s coterie are mostly, like him, fiftyish white American males. 
There’s David “two chair” Finnegan, so named because of his girth, with his belly straining
against his shirt buttons.  Finnegan worked many years for Rep. John Dingell of Michigan, the
chief ally of the auto industry in Congress.  Dingell, the longest serving Democrat in Congress
was then, as he is now, chairman of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce, which has
jurisdiction over air pollution generally and global warming specifically.

Now collecting a retirement check from Congress, Finnegan is in Bonn to look after the
interests of General Motors, Ford and Chrysler.  Finnegan works for a Washington, D.C. law
firm that represents the U.S. car makers.

Quick tempered, he is a fierce adversary.  At one point later in the meeting, Finnegan’s face
is inches from mine, flushed with anger as he rages that “America is built on cheap energy, and
I’ve got six children who want their share of the good life.”

The lobbyist for the National Coal Association, a middle-aged woman, stands at a younger
lobbyist’s elbow, as she hitches up her dark skirt and growls something at Pearlman, whose head
is tilted to his left resting on the fingertips of his left hand while his eyeglasses are dangling from
thumb and forefinger.  In his right hand is a cigarette, its smoke curling lazily up through a ficus
plant at his shoulder.  They talk in sotto voices, and every few minutes one or two  will
temporarily break away to stroll the walnut stained hardwood floor, pausing for conversation
with a delegate.

On Monday, the Clinton Administration’s unveils its proposal on global warming, which
offers what virtually everybody other than officials of his Administration agreed was no action. 
The headline of a coal industry newsletter, World Climate Report, wryly said it all: “Clinton
Secures Place in History, Does Nothing.”  It added that under the Clinton proposal “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.”  (World Climate Report is edited by global warming5

skeptic Patrick Michaels under a contract with Western Fuels Association, a group of coal
companies.) (See “Ten Long Years,” following this chapter.)



Among delegates in Bonn, there was disappointment in the U.S. announcement, but no
surprise.  Most had been expecting no better than what Clinton had proposed, which was to wait
until the year 2012, then freeze pollution at the levels of 1990.

America’s allies were nevertheless sharply critical, as was the European press.  “It is simply
not good enough,” declared Peter Jorgenson, a spokesman for the European Union.  Germany’s
environment minister, Angela Merkel, who would later become Prime Minister, called the
proposals “disappointing and insufficient.”  British deputy prime minister John Prescott said the
plan didn’t go far enough and urged the U.S. to become “much more ambitious” before final
negotiations on the global warming treaty in Kyoto, Japan in early December.6

Roughly one of every six persons pre-registered for the Bonn meeting is a U.S. business
lobbyist. In all 95 American lobbyists are pre-registered, a total that exceeds the number 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., are signed up.7

The American industry groups were hammering home a blend of messages aimed at
preventing international agreement, chief among them the rock solid opposition of American
business to any reduction whatsoever in global warming pollution.  The science supporting
global warming is uncertain, they also said, adding that even if temperatures do increase, that will
be good.  Crops will grow faster in a hotter atmosphere rich with carbon dioxide.  Even if that
weren’t true, the costs of reducing pollution greatly exceed the benefits; a few years delay won’t
hurt; and, if action must be taken the United States cannot act unilaterally—or even in concert
with other developed nations—because pollution growth in fast-growing economies like China
and India would overwhelm the efforts of developed nations.

It has been a quarter century since Lewis Powell’s Manifesto outlined what has since become
a reality.  It was 20 years since William Simon filled in the details of the Manifesto and, from the
helm of one of the wealthiest foundations in the nation, started implementing his plans to change
the Republican Party from the “Stupid Party” to the “Liberty Party,” in the millionaire’s own
words.

By 1997, American corporations have reduced the process of thwarting popular will to a
science and, having honed it in the United States, had begun exporting to the international area.  
They also had ceased to play defense, but had learned, especially in the Reagan Administration,
to play offense.  No longer content to fend off change that might threaten profit, they now
aggressively campaign for benefits, ranging from tax cuts to public subsidies.

There is no complete analogue to the magnificently efficient and remorseless machine that
corporations, the rich and the Republicans have constructed.  However, the struggle which lies at
the core, between wealth and property on the one hand and individual rights and interests at the
other, dates to the founding of the nation.

This has been said elsewhere in Saving Ourselves, but it bears repeating because it is a truth



 The entire first article holds “That all men are by nature equally free and independent, and have certain1

inherent rights, of which, when they enter into a state of society, they cannot, by any compact, deprive or

divest their posterity; namely, the enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing

property, and pursuing and obtaining happiness and safety.”  The Avalon Project at Yale Law School,

“Virginia Declaration of Rights,” http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/virginia.htm, accessed Aug. 1, 2007.

that has been obscured by nearly a half-century of propaganda from corporations and the rich.

When the Declaration of Independence was drafted, it was modeled on the Virginia
Declaration of Rights, which held that all men have certain “inherent rights” including “the
enjoyment of life and liberty, with the means of acquiring and possessing property, and pursuing
and obtaining happiness and safety.”  Jefferson and the other drafters eliminated the reference to1

property, retaining protection of happiness, with slight modification.

Powell, Simon, Reagan, the two Bushs, America’s corporations and the rich have succeeded
in reversing that 1776 decision, replacing it with a dynamic and complex mechanism with which
they have not only taken control of government, but constructed an alternative universe.  What is
waged is not unlike a war, in which each of the constituent parts play a role to complement other
parts.  There are generals and privates, infantry divisions and tanks, air wings and artillery.  But
there is only one fuel:  money.

Much of this machine of war is hidden from public view.  The visible edges include
organizations like the three global warming groups and open advocates like Pearlman, Finnegan, 
and the industry group. 

A favorite tactic is to adopt some benign, even inviting, name.  For example, as the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency prepared to tighten air pollution standards for soot, which kills
upwards of 50,000 Americans per year, and smog, which causes asthma, the energy,
transportation and manufacturing companies created the Foundation for Clean Air Progress
(FCAP).  Its mission: to assure that the public knows that “air quality in the United States has
improved dramatically as a result of the combined efforts of government, industry and
individuals. Yet, research indicates that the public is largely unaware of this progress and
believes that air quality is generally poor and deteriorating.”8

Often there are several organizations, playing multiple roles. 

FCAP operated out of the offices of the public relations firm, Burson-Marsteller–and
presumably still does, since its website is still active -- according to The Washington Post, which9

described the effort as a--

multimillion-dollar campaign to turn back EPA regulations for smog and soot.  . . . The nerve
center behind the attack is a coalition of more than 500 businesses and trade groups that calls
itself the Air Quality Standards Coalition. Created specifically to battle the clean air
proposals, the coalition operates out of the offices of the National Association of
Manufacturers, a Washington-based trade group. Its leadership includes top managers of
petroleum, automotive and utility companies as well as longtime Washington insiders such as

http://www.yale.edu/lawweb/avalon/virginia.htm,


C. Boyden Gray, a counsel to former president George Bush.

Typically, individual member companies will mount their own efforts to complement the
overarching campaign.  ExxonMobil, for example, was a member of the coalition, but also sent
notices to its credit card customers urging them to oppose the EPA regulations. Other firms
helped pay for TV and newspapers ads produced by FCAP.

[While this book focuses on global warming, these techniques are by no means limited to that
subject.  For example, The Center for Food Integrity (CFI) is an industry funded front group that
aims “to build consumer trust and confidence in the contemporary U.S. food system by sharing
accurate, balanced information, correcting misinformation, modeling best practices and engaging
stakeholders to address issues that are important to consumers.”   Its supporters include the 10

American Egg Board, the American Farm Bureau Federation, Monsanto, National Cattlemen’s
Beef Association, National Chicken Council, National Council of Chain Restaurants, National,
Milk Producers Federation, National Pork Board, National Pork Producers Council, National
Restaurant Association, National Turkey Federation, Produce Marketing Association, and United
Soybean Board.11

[The Beverage Institute for Health & Wellness was created by Coca-Cola to counter
criticisms of the role of food and beverage companies in the obesity epidemic.   Health Care12

America, funded in part by pharmaceutical and hospital companies, campaigns against national
health insurance.  The Hygiene Council, funded by the maker of Lysol disinfectant, Easy Off13

oven cleaner and d-Con rat poison,  is to help “improve hygiene standards and overall health.”14 15,

]16

Virtually unheard of before 1980, such groups are now routinely created on a regular basis by
the high powered lobbyists and public relations firms hired by polluters to fend off new laws,
cloud scientific findings, and quell public outcry.

In the context of global warming, one of the most superficially amusing—and alarming—of
these groups was first revealed in a full page newspaper advertisement displaying a donkey
sporting ear muffs and a scarf, highlighting a large-typeface question “If the Earth is getting
warmer, why is Minnesota getting colder?”  It was a seemingly good question asked by an
apparently reputable group, the Information Council on the Environment or “ICE” for short. 
Trouble is, both the premise behind the question and the group asking it were, once again, little
more than fronts for corporate polluters.  In this case, the “council” was a public relations and
advertising agency operating with coal and electric company money to “reposition global
warming as theory (not fact),” in the words of an internal document.

The hook question was based on the spurious claim that Minnesota has cooled.  And there
was a dip in temperatures from about 1820 to the 1860s.  But since then, except for a slight dip in
the 1950s, the state has warmed steadily.  It’s now about 3 degrees Fahrenheit hotter than in
1860, according to researchers at the University of Minnesota.  Such facts notwithstanding, the
coal and electric industries flooded the airwaves and saturated the papers of three
cities—Bowling Green, Kentucky, Flagstaff, Arizona and Fargo, North Dakota—with variations



of the ad to test the effectiveness of their message.  Before the ICE campaign had a chance to
take hold, however, the group was exposed by articles in both the local papers and The New York
Times and quickly vanished from view.

Such campaigns cost money.  The tab for the three one-week test markets of ICE was put at
$500,000 or more.  But the evidence suggests they’re worth the price from the polluters’
perspective.  In just the last three years, for example, there was a decline in the apparent level of
scientific concern over threats ranging from global warming to dioxin.  In virtually every case, a
high-powered public relations firm could be found in the background, quietly undermining the
credibility of reputable scientists and creating the appearance of scientific disagreement when the
dissent within the mainstream of researchers is slim to none.

In the case of ICE, for example, names of three scientists were given to reporters to validate
claims of cooling.  But when contacted by reporters, two of the three renounced their connections
to the ICE campaign.

In the case of global warming, three organizations were initially founded:

! The Global Climate Council, headed by Pearlman—veteran Washington lobbyist, one-time
right hand aide to the U.S. Secretary of the Energy and former registered foreign agent for the
governments of Abu Dhabi, Oman, Quatar, the United Arab Emirates and other oil rich
nations. Pearlman secured official non-governmental organization status for the Climate
Council, which at United Nations meetings to hammer out terms of any global agreement to
curb warming, gives him access to briefings by the official U.S. delegation —meetings from17

which the press and public are barred.18

! The Global Climate Coalition was formed in 1989 and disbanded in 2002.   Its members
included Amoco, the American Forest & Paper Association, American Petroleum Institute,
Chevron, Chrysler, Cyprus AMAX Minerals, Exxon, Ford, General Motors, Shell Oil,
Texaco, and the United States Chamber of Commerce.  Although theoretically distinct from
one another, the differences between The Climate Council and The Global Climate Coalition
were in name only.  At international meetings, lobbyists for the two organizations clearly
collaborated, not only with each other, but with oil exporting nations such as Venezuela,
Nigeria and Kuwait.  Indeed, at one meeting the comments of an official Kuwait delegate
were identical to those of the Dow Chemical Company, which is one of the Coalition
members.   It was commonplace to see Pearlman or a GCC colleague scratch out a note,19

send it to a delegate from Saudi Arabia, then see the official stand in the meeting and read
verbatim from it.20

! The International Climate Change Partnership, which holds itself out as more moderate,
but nevertheless opposes specific emission limits for various nations and wants action, if any,
delayed.   Its members include Boeing, Carrier, Dow Chemical, DuPont, General Electric,21

General Motors, Honeywell, Intel Corporation, Japan Fluorocarbon Manufacturers
Association, United Technologies and York International.22



With coordinating organizations in place, contributions from the corporate members of such
groups began flowing into the accounts of the various front groups, such as the Cato and
Competitive Enterprise Institutes.  Papers attacking and confusing the science were written by
“scholars” such as Patrick Michaels or Richard Lindzen.  These were republished by the many
front groups such as the Heartland Institute and the Reason Foundation, then disseminated, to
create the appearance of a broadbased, grassroots movement.

Michaels is especially prolific, with articles distributed by the Heartland Institute (“Esteemed
Science Journal Bows to Politics”),  the Cato Institute (“Holes in the Greenhouse Effect?”),23 24

and Competitive Enterprise Institute (“Greens Oppose Early Credit Bill”).25

In Boston, Citizens for a Sound Economy sponsored a forum featuring Robert Balling,  one26

of industry’s paid skeptics.  He told the luncheon audience that records from satellites and
airborne balloons indicate that global temperatures had actually decreased over the past decides,
a common theme in CSE and oil industry pamphlets.   Balling, however, didn’t collect the27

satellite or balloon data.  The scientist who did, John Christy, had a different view:  he said that
these and other measurements show the planet is warming.

Balling is technically correct in saying that there was a slight cooling, but as usual, that’s a
half truth.  The 18- year measurement period started when there was a short-term warming period
in the Pacific, then concluded after Mt. Pinatubo, the Philippine volcano that exploded in 1991,
blasting a global blanket of soot 20 miles into the air where it circled for five years, reflecting
sunlight and cooling Earth—precisely as predicted by the computer models that Balling said were
flawed.28

The views of Balling and his fellow contrarians were sweeping the libertarian
community—and oil-rich nations.  Balling’s 1992 book, The Heated Debate, was published by a
conservative think tank, the Pacific Research Institute, one of whose goals is the large scale
repeal of environmental regulations.  From there, his message circulated to the hundreds of other
corporate front groups.

Then, Balling’s book was translated into Arabic and distributed to the governments of the
OPEC nations.  The funding for this edition of the book was provided by the Kuwait Institute for
Scientific Research.29

Balling’s message was also contained in The True State of the Planet published in 1996 by
the Competitive Enterprise Institute.  Described by one reviewer as “about rhetoric, not
scholarship.  It aims for hearts, minds and pocketbooks, not truth.”  True State contains a30

chapter written by Balling.

In none of these writings, nor in his public appearances, did Balling  volunteer, nor did his
advocates disclose, that over the previous few years he had been paid $311,000 by the oil and
coal industries and Kuwait.  Though not a lobbyist, Balling, like Pearlman and Finnegan, is a
hired gun.31



Often these campaigns are overseen and coordinated by professional public relations firms. 
GCC, for example, hired the Washington office of Rudder & Finn, a New York City-based
public relations firm, while the Business Round table signed up Ketchum Public Relations, as
well as the public affairs team of Powell and Tate, whose two principals, Jody Powell and Dan
Tate, were veterans of the Carter Administration White House.  The American Automobile
Manufacturers Association also contracted with Ketchum Public Relations,  the nation’s seventh32

largest PR agency with $50 million in annual billings.   Earlier, in 1993, the American33

Petroleum Institute (API), just one of fifty-four industry members of the GCC, paid $1.8 million
to the public relations firm of Burson-Marsteller.34

Charles River Associates, a Boston-based company, drew the task of demonizing actions to
curb global warming, producing a study concluding that 20 percent cuts in emissions of carbon
dioxide would virtually cripple the global economy, cutting the gross domestic products of
developing nations by 50 percent and those of industrialized countries by 3.5 percent.   The firm35

has a history of attacking environmental regulation, saying, for example, on April 30, 1996 that
EPA rules for cleaner-burning fuel were responsible for recent price increases because they
“almost criminalized the process of producing gasoline.”   In 1995, Charles River concluded that36

a federal mandate to increase the gas mileage of cars would actually increase air pollution, while
costing the economy $3.8 and 9.9 billion annually.37

Not content to argue on the merits, these groups engage in vicious personal attacks, calling
their foes “watermelons”—green on the outside, red on the inside.  Alternatively, if those who
disagree are not communists, then they’re unholy:  those concerned with global warming are
engaged in “a devilish scheme to impose their own vision of a world order,” in the words of
former Republican Senator Malcolm Wallop of Wyoming, who runs his own front group, the
Frontiers of Freedom Institute.38

By mid-1997, corporate polluters had, according to the National Journal, “assembled an
army of lobbyists, grass-roots groups, public relations firms and consultants to press Congress
and the Administration to adopt a more pro-business stance” on global warming.   Much of the39

money to fuel this campaign came from the oil, coal and auto industries.  The chief spokesman
for the GCC was its chairman, William O'Keefe, executive vice president of the American
Petroleum Institute.  Another outspoken critic was James W. Cicconi, former top official in the
Bush Administration White House, partner in the Washington mega-firm of Akin, Gump,
Strauss, Hauer & Feld, and the representative of Mobil Oil.

How much money has been pooled by polluters in these three groups is impossible to say. 
The Coalition alone had an annual budget of $1.2 million,  and in the summer of 1997 launched40

a national radio, television and newspaper campaign with a cost estimated by some to approach
$20 million.  Radio and television spots blanketed the Washington airwaves throughout the
summer and fall of 1997 attacking the possibility of any global accord. The polluter’s mantra,
“It’s not global, and it won’t work,” echoed throughout Washington, accompanied by claims that
gasoline prices would jump 50 cents per gallon.

These same industries claimed in 1970 that meeting auto pollution standards was “not



technologically possible,” and in 1975 attacked fuel economy standards bitterly, saying they
would “outlaw full-size sedans and station wagons,” (Chrysler), “require all sub-compact
vehicles,” (Ford), and “restrict availability of 5 and 6 passenger cars regardless of consumer
needs,” (General Motors).   They claimed in the 1980s that eliminating leaded gasoline, would41

drive prices up ten cents per gallon, while controlling acid rain would destroy 188,000 jobs.  42

Although, in fact, gasoline prices dropped, and zero jobs were destroyed, the industry claims
served to delay elimination of lead for 15 years and control of acid rain for 20.  That’s why they
spend money.

In short order, full page advertisements on global warming would start appearing in The
Washington Post and The New York Times.  The Post boasts that “Paid public policy messages
also are extremely effective in generating action among Washington leaders with 70 percent
stating that they take action in direct response to an advertisement, including discussing the issue
or topic, going on the organization’s website or sending it to a colleague.”   Such Post ads can43

cost up to $50,000—a high price for ordinary Americans, but inconsequential to companies like
Exxon.

All of this would bear fruit in mid-1997 and beyond, 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.



 Source: ExxonMobil Foundation year 2000 IRS Form 990, Guidestar.comB

CORPORATE ANTI-GLOBAL WARMING FRONT GROUPS SUPPORTED

BY EXXONMOBIL FOUNDATION 2004B

Organization Amount Exxon's Statement of
Purpose

American Enterprise Institute-Brookings
Joint Center for Regulatory Studies44

$25,000 climate change

American Enterprise Institute $225,000 general operating support45

Am. Council on Science and Health $15,000 climate change issue46

American Council for Capital Formation $75,000 GOS47

$90,000 climate change

$90,000 climate change

American Legislative Exchange Council $75,000 energy sustainability project48

(climate change)

$62,000 energy and climate change

$30,000 GOS

Atlas Economic Research Foundation $75,000 project support49

Annapolis Center for Science-Based Public
Policy50

$75,000 project support

Brookings Institution $75,000 project support

$50,000 GOS

Center for Defense of Free Enterprise $60,000 GCC issues51

$70,000 GCC issues

Competitive Enterprise Institute $90,000 GCC52

$90,000 GCC outreach

Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow $20,000 climate change issues53

$35,000

$20,000



$50,000

Congress of Racial Equality $20,000 global climate change issues54

$40,000 global climate change issues

$75,000 GCC regulation/legislation

Consumer Alert $10,000 climate change issues55

(outreach to opinion leaders)

$15,000 climate change uissues
(outreach to opinion leaders)

Federalist Society $15,000 GOS56

Frontiers of Freedom Institute $90,000 climate change outreach57

$40,000 climate change outreach

$70,000 climate change

$50,000 climate change

Foundation for Research on Economics
and the Environment58

$30,000  federal judicial seminars

$50,000 federal judicial seminars

George C. Marshall Institute $75,000 climate change59

Heartland Institute $75,000 GOS60

MIT Center for Energy and Environmental
Policy Research

$90,000 energy policy studies

Media Research Center $50,000 climate change61

National Center for Policy Analysis $75,000 GOS62

$50,000 GOS

National Center for Policy Research $50,000 GOS63

Pacific Research Institute for Public
Policy64

$50,000 operating support

$50,000 climate change



 Source: General Motors Foundation year 2003 IRS Form 990, Guidestar.comC

Corporate Anti-Global Warming Front Groups

Supported by General Motors Foundation 2003C

Organization Amount Representative Quote

Annapolis Center $25,000 Trumpeting a predicted warming of 11 ºC may
sell lots magazines, but this was clearly an
outlying result, and therefore much less likely to
prove accurate in the long run. The truth is much
more mundane: most of the warming predictions
from these simulations were clustered around the
average value for previous climate simulations,
about 3.4 ºC in the next century.65

American Enterprise
Institute

$100,000 (W)e should consider climate modification. If
humanity is powerful enough to disrupt the
climate negatively, we might also be able to
change it for the better. On a theoretical level,
doing so is relatively simple: we need to reduce
the earth’s absorption of solar radiation. A few
scientists have suggested we could accomplish
this by using orbiting mirrors to rebalance the
amounts of solar radiation different parts of the
earth receive.  66

Heritage Foundation $25,000 (T)he recent surface warming trend may owe
largely to changes in the sun's energy output.67

Mercatus Center $30,000 When it comes time to make the reductions
necessary to meet the proposed new level (of fine
particles), EPA will order reductions based on a
model that underestimates future pollution
reductions and fails to recognize the huge
improvements in air quality that will result in the
coming years as the nation's automobile fleet
modernizes.  Corporate average fuel economy68

standards supplant consumer preferences (which)
is bound to make consumers worse off.69



Heartland Institute $40,000 The planet is warming at the low end of
projections. Antarctica is undoubtedly gaining
ice, not losing it. Greenland may be losing a little
ice or...gaining ice dramatically. Clearly, it is
going to take quite some time before melting ice
can make the oceans rise much, if at all.70

George C. Marshall
Institute

$10,000 The cold hard realities are that we are where we
are, there is no politically viable way of turning
the greenhouse clock back, the world is not about
to turn away from fossil fuels, and we cannot
predict the future as much as we pretend
otherwise.71

Cato Institute $25,000 Global warming is vastly overrated as an
environmental threat...a largely mythical
problem.72

Competitive Enterprise
Institute

$50,000 +
$55,000 +
$10,000

There is no "scientific consensus" that global
warming will cause damaging climate change. 
Claims that there is mischaracterize the scientific
research.73

Reason Foundation $25,000 Forest sequestration offers a "win-win" approach
to global warming. Enhancing sequestration
would slow any climate change that might occur
due to greenhouse gas emissions, while offering
immediate environmental benefits.74

American Legislative
Exchange Council

$25,000 Absent from the debate (on global warming) is
the discussion of human ingenuity and our ability
to adapt to our environment; when the
temperature increases, we turn on the air
conditioner. More people die from cold
temperatures than heat, ... “global warming could
actually save lives”.75

Consumer Alert $25,000

National Center for
Policy Analysis

$25,000

League of United Latin
American Citizens

$70,000 +
$30,000

Harvard Center for
Risk Anlysis

$50,000



Other 501(c)(3) Organizations Supported by ExxonMobil

60/Sixty Plus Association
Accuracy in Academia
Accuracy in Media
Acton Institute for the Study of Religion and Liberty
Africa Fighting Malaria
Air Quality Standards Coalition
Alexis de Tocqueville Institution
Alliance for Climate Strategies
American Coal Foundation
American Council for Capital Formation Center for Policy Research
American Council on Science and Health
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research
American Enterprise Institute-Brookings Joint Center for Regulatory Studies
American Friends of the Institute for Economic Affairs
American Legislative Exchange Council
American Petroleum Institute
American Policy Center
American Recreation Coalition
Americans for Tax Reform
Arizona State University Office of Cimatology
Aspen Institute
Association of Concerned Taxpayers
Atlantic Legal Foundation
Atlas Economic Research Foundation
Blue Ribbon Coalition
Capital Legal Foundation
Capital Research Center and Greenwatch
Cato Institute
Center for American and International Law
Center for Environmental Education Research
Center for Security Policy
Center for Strategic and International Studies
Center for the Defense of Free Enterprise
Center for the New West
Center for the Study of Carbon Dioxide and Global Change
Centre for the New Europe
Chemical Education Foundation
Citizens for A Sound Economy and CSE Educational Foundation
Citizens for the Environment and CFE Action Fund
Clean Water Industry Coalition
Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow
Communications Institute
Competitive Enterprise Institute



Congress of Racial Equality
Consumer Alert
Cooler Heads Coalition
Council for Solid Waste Solutions
Defenders of Property Rights
Earthwatch Institute
ECO or Environmental Conservation Organization
ExxonMobil Corporation
Federalist Society for Law and Public Policy Studies
Foundation for Research on Economics and the Environment
Fraser Institute
Free Enterprise Action Institute
Free Enterprise Education Institute
Frontiers of Freedom Institute and Foundation
George C. Marshall Institute
George Mason University, Law and Economics Center
Global Climate Coalition
Great Plains Legal Foundation
Greening Earth Society
Harvard Center for Risk Analysis
Heartland Institute
Heritage Foundation
Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace, Stanford University
Hudson Institute
Illinois Policy Institute
Independent Commission on Environmental Education
Independent Institute
Institute for Biospheric Research
Institute for Energy Research
Institute for Regulatory Science
Institute for the Study of Earth and Man
Institute of Humane Studies, George Mason University
International Council for Capital Formation
International Policy Network - North America
International Republican Institute
James Madison Institute
Junkscience.com
Landmark Legal Foundation
Lexington Institute
Lindenwood University
Mackinac Center
Manhattan Institute for Policy Research
Media Institute
Media Research Center
Mercatus Center, George Mason University



Mountain States Legal Foundation
National Association of Neighborhoods
National Black Chamber of Commerce
National Center for Policy Analysis
National Center for Public Policy Research
National Council for Environmental Balance
National Environmental Policy Institute
National Legal Center for the Public Interest
National Policy Forum
National Wetlands Coalition
National Wilderness Institute
New England Legal Foundation
Pacific Legal Foundation
Pacific Research Institute for Public Policy
Property and Environment Research Center, formerly Political Economy Research Center
Public Interest Watch
Reason Foundation
Reason Public Policy Institute
Science and Environmental Policy Project
Seniors Coalition
Small Business Survival Committee
Southeastern Legal Foundation
Stanford University GCEP
Statistical Assessment Service (STATS)
Tech Central Science Foundation or Tech Central Station
Texas Public Policy Foundation
The Advancement of Sound Science Center, Inc.
The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition
The Annapolis Center for Science-Based Public Policy
The Justice Foundation (formerly Texas Justice Foundation)
The Locke Institute
United for Jobs
University of Oklahoma Foundation, Inc.
US Russia Business Council
Virginia Institute for Public Policy
Washington Legal Foundation
Weidenbaum Center on the Economy, Government, and Public Policy
World Climate Report
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Source: "Eco-Imperialism: Reflections on Earth Day" PR Newswire, 4/22/04

55.   7 June, 2002
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56.  
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Source: Frontiers of Freedom, "Science Hill Watch" 2/2/04
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59.  "Wise, effective climate policy flows from a sound scientific foundation and a clear understanding of what

science does and does not tell us about human influence and about courses of action to manage risk. Many of the
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Source: Heartland Institute "Instant Expert Guide: Global Warming"
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cause."

Source: NCPA website 4/04
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Source: NCPPR website 4/04

64.  4 February, 2001

"This winter's big chill has given global warming enthusiasts some explaining to do. Whether global warming, if it

occurs at all, would be a good or bad thing, is another debate entirely."

Source: "Global Warming Suffers a Chilling Effect," SF Examiner, 2/4/01
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