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THE NEW LEVIATHAN

This book is about a political force of unprecedented magnitude in American life. The “New Leviathan” is a network of billion-dollar tax-exempt foundations and advocacy think tanks that work in concert with government unions and grassroots radical groups to make up the organizational core of the political left. The New Leviathan is not only a political force in the narrow sense of directly influencing electoral outcomes through the support of candidates and parties. Because its power derives from institutions whose mandates are educational and philanthropic, its influence extends into every aspect of the nation’s life. This influence is exerted through a tax-exempt universe of policy think tanks, grassroots campaign organizations, and public-interest groups, created and supported by its donations. The components of the New Leviathan operate within the framework of a “progressive” ideology that promotes an ever-expanding state, along with policies that undermine America’s sovereignty and weaken her defenses. The New Leviathan’s ever-growing power has already tipped the scales of the national political debate and, as we will show in this volume, transformed its very nature.

Conventional wisdom would dismiss the very possibility of such dominance in the political arena by a money machine of the Left. In the conventional view, it is Republicans and the political right with their corporate sponsors and big-money donors who make up the “party of the rich,” while progressives speak for the powerless and the poor. In this perspective, conservatives are agents of an economic “ruling class,” organized to defend its social privileges. In the exercise of financial power in politics, conservatives are assumed to enjoy an overweening advantage, utilizing unrivaled resources to orchestrate “vast right-wing conspiracies,” which are designed to thwart progressive efforts in behalf of equality and “social justice.”

While casting conservatives as mouthpieces for the rich, the same perspective portrays Democrats as the party of “working Americans and their families,” providing a voice for the voiceless and a shield for the disadvantaged. Accepting the Democratic Party’s presidential nomination in 2000, Al Gore summed up this outlook in a slogan: “They’re for the powerful; we’re for the people!”1

The political melodrama in which Democrats and progressives posture as paladins of enlightenment has a long and unpretty history. It was forged during the moderately populist and immoderately corrupt presidency of Andrew Jackson, spokesman for the “common man,” who entered the White House as a self-proposed champion of the people battling the “moneyed elite.” Both the image and the aura were transparent manipulations to seduce a willing public. Despite humble beginnings, Jackson was a man of means who basked in the privileges of an aristocratic life. The same comfortable circumstances did not discourage him from plundering the property of his political rivals, or justifying his avarice as a “sharing” of the wealth, or from exploiting the morality play he had created to expand his personal power. Nor did Jackson’s “everyman” enthusiasms keep him from owning and selling slaves throughout his life or from presiding over the forced removal of American Indian tribes from their native lands on the “Trail of Tears.”

Politics being a market in which fictions are currency, the Jacksonian myth established the enduring template of the two-party system. As a Republican newspaper in Tennessee complained, “The rank and file of the democratic party honestly believes … the democratic party is the poor man’s party, that the republican party is the party of boodle and corruption and that they obtain and maintain their supremacy in all the states by the undue use of money.”2

Franklin Roosevelt entered the White House a hundred years after Jackson, and despite being a born aristocrat, a “son of privilege who never depended on a pay check,” he was also able to frame his presidential tenure as “the Era of the Common Man.”3 In the 1970s, Jimmy Carter took up the folksy mantle, touting himself as a simple peanut farmer from Georgia and promising to be the “people’s president.” Yet Carter was the son of a wealthy plantation owner, inherited his own business, and spurned a lucrative job in the private sector in order to sow the seeds of a political career with a tale of humble beginnings.4 Carter’s claim to be a progressive was particularly dubious since he won his 1970 gubernatorial campaign by courting the support of southern segregationists and projecting what one biographer has called a “not-so-subtle racism” away from public view.5

In the election of 2000, Al Gore, another scion of an elite segregationist family, took up the populist theme with the campaign slogan, “The People vs. the Powerful.” As part of a White House that set records fund-raising from “special interests,” Gore’s claim was hardly credible, although a politically sympathetic media helped to make it seem so. After losing the presidency, Gore launched a new career posing himself as the people’s champion against global polluters, even winning an Academy Award and a Nobel Prize from fellow progressives for these efforts while trampling on the environment and making himself a wealthy man in the process. Today, Gore travels the world on private carbon-gorging jets and spends an estimated $30,000 a year to heat just one of his luxury mansions, which include a recently purchased $9 million villa in Montecito, California, with six bedrooms, nine bathrooms, a large pool house, and six fireplaces.6 His stake in a “green” energy company that profits from lucrative environmentally correct government contracts has positioned him to become the world’s first “carbon billionaire.”7

Populist hypocrisy was on display again and in a particularly sordid fashion during the next national election when Democratic vice-presidential candidate John Edwards cast America as a benighted home of the oppressed. According to Edwards, there were “two Americas”—on the one hand, the rich Republican America with its boot heel on the necks of the hapless and helpless; on the other, the Democrat America of the poor and voiceless (if not for noble crusaders like Edwards). Back on earth this selfless servant of the workingman had accumulated a personal net worth of $188 million, while his running mate, John Kerry, had married into two fortunes three times the size of Edwards’s own, making him the richest lawmaker in the country.8 Kerry’s opulence was not untypical of the balance between the parties: among the twelve richest lawmakers, Democrats outnumber Republicans three to one.9

The ability to see itself as a perennial underdog in a class war it regards as integral to capitalism is an abiding strength of the political left. But the image is unsupported by the facts. Far from being the party of the people, Democrats and their progressive core represent America’s social and cultural elites and constitute the richest, the most organized, and most economically powerful political force in American history. As Christopher Caldwell observed in a New York Times essay, “the Democratic Party is the party to which elites belong. It is the party of Harvard (and most of the Ivy League), of Microsoft and Apple (and most of Silicon Valley), of Hollywood and Manhattan (and most of the media) and, although there is some evidence that numbers are evening out in this election cycle, of Goldman Sachs (and most of the investment banking profession).… The Democrats have the support of more, and more active, billionaires [than the Republicans]. Of the twenty richest ZIP codes in America, according to the Center for Responsive Politics, 19 gave the bulk of their money to the Democrats in the last election, in most cases the vast bulk—86 percent in 10024 on the Upper West Side.”10

Wall Street—the very symbol of capitalist excess and wealth—was a key player in Barack Obama’s successful presidential election run in 2008. Counterintuitive at first, this fact becomes immediately intelligible once one realizes that big government works for Wall Street bankers who float all the bonds that underwrite government spending programs and take their percentage on every dollar of big government debt. Award-winning business reporter Charles Gasparino observes: “… the assumption made by most Americans, … [is] that because investment bankers are rich they must favor Republicans because, by definition, Republicans favor lower taxes on the wealthy and on big business. And while, of course, no one likes high taxes, what’s more important than the tax rate is how much income you make in the first place: paying 30 percent of your money in taxes if you make a million dollars is better than paying a 20 percent tax rate on an income of only half a million.”11

In light of these facts it is hardly surprising that the top financial backers of Barack Obama’s presidential campaign included Wall Street leaders Jamie Dimon (CEO, JPMorgan Chase), Lloyd Blankfein (CEO, Goldman Sachs), Dick Fuld (CEO, Lehman Brothers), Warren Spector (CEO, Bear Stearns), Larry Fink (CEO, Black-Rock—the world’s largest money management firm), Greg Fleming (number two at Merrill Lynch), and Mark Gallogly (number two at the private equity firm Blackstone). Collectively, these Wall Street titans raised more than $100 million for the Obama campaign.12

It is a reflection on human vanity that the Left actually believes it is the people’s David to the Right’s Goliath. A recent display of this misplaced self-esteem was the now-famous PowerPoint presentation that former White House official Rob Stein screened for George Soros, Clinton political operatives, and Democratic funders as the 2004 election approached. The PowerPoint was called “The Conservative Message Machine’s Money Matrix,” and Stein’s goal was to persuade Democratic funders that they had to match the unfairly oversized conservative war chest in order to help the little people out.

Stein’s presentation began with the false premise that conservatives enjoyed an overwhelming advantage in the resources they were able to funnel into American politics. In Stein’s view, this advantage enabled conservatives not only to influence politics but to move the boundaries of the entire national debate to the right. Using charts and graphs, Stein purported to show that with just $300 million from two hundred “anchor donors” the conservative “message machine” was nonetheless able to fundamentally reshape the country’s politics.13 “This is perhaps the most potent, independent, institutionalized apparatus ever assembled in a democracy to promote one belief system,” Stein told New York Times journalist Matt Bai, who didn’t bother to check.14

In fact, Stein’s figure was a modest sum in an age when one gubernatorial campaign can cost $170 million. But his portrait of an overweening and unanswered conservative message machine proved decisive in recruiting the left-wing billionaires in the room to underwrite a network of newly minted progressive organizations. The most prominent example was the Democracy Alliance, which was established in 2005 by Soros and a coalition of eighty leftist donors, each of whom contributed $1 million toward its creation.

The immediate goal of the Democracy Alliance was to lead the resurgence of the Left in the 2006 midterm elections. Almost half the groups the alliance funded hadn’t existed only a few years before.15 In its inaugural year of operations, the Democracy Alliance distributed $50 million to assorted left-wing, tax-exempt think tanks and quasi political associations, a sum that increased to $80 million the following year. The alliance quickly became the most visible presence of the Left’s immense and unappreciated financial power in shaping the political landscape.16

Long before Stein’s presentation, the claim that the Right was massively funded compared to the Left was a standard piece of progressive folklore, supported by a bookshelf of left-wing tracts and pseudoscientific studies. In Moving a Public Policy Agenda: The Strategic Philanthropy of Conservative Foundations (1997), author Sally Covington charged that the conservative movement had relied on “a substantial and interconnected institutional apparatus” unrivaled by the Left in order to win the war of ideas and push the country rightward. Like Stein, Covington singled out a core of conservative foundations—Scaife, Bradley, Koch, and Olin—as the financial engine driving this ostensibly dramatic shift in the national ideology to the right. Yet, the Olin Foundation was so dedicated to this concerted effort that in 2005 it deliberately went out of business in accord with the wishes of its founder.17

A 1999 report by a progressive advocacy group, the National Committee for Responsive Philanthropy, made essentially the same argument. The report claimed that conservative foundations had contributed approximately $1 billion in the ten years between 1990 and 2000 to twenty leading conservative think tanks and were thereby able to produce a “rightward shift in American politics.”18 So powerful were these foundations, according to the report, that they could prevail despite opposition to their political agenda from the majority of the country. In short, conservative money trumped the democratic will of the people. The identical thesis with nearly identical supporting evidence was argued in No Mercy: How Conservative Think Tanks and Foundations Changed America’s Social Agenda. Its left-wing authors, academics Richard Delgado and Jean Stefancic, claimed that by relying on the financial wealth of conservative funders like Bradley, Scaife, and Olin, the Right had been able to get federal policies enacted that the American people did not support.

The twin premises of all these narratives, including Stein’s PowerPoint, was that conservatives could draw on far superior and unrivaled tax-exempt resources to change the nation’s political discourse and move it to the right. Both premises were demonstrably false. As of 2009, the financial assets of the 115 major tax-exempt foundations of the Left identified by our researchers added up to $104.56 billion. Not only is this total not less than the financial assets of the 75 foundations of the Right, it was more than ten times greater.19

Of the “Big Three” conservative foundations that every one of the left-wing analyses cited (Bradley, Olin, Scaife), not one has (or had) assets exceeding a billion dollars. By way of contrast, fourteen progressive foundations do, including Gates, Ford, Robert Wood Johnson, Hewlett, Kellogg, Packard, MacArthur, Mellon, Rockefeller, Casey, Carnegie, Simons, Heinz, and the Open Society Institute.20 As already noted, the John M. Olin Foundation, which figures in each of the left-wing foundation narratives and has so alarmed the Left over the years as one of the conservative “Big Three,” actually terminated itself in 2005 and has been defunct ever since. No comparable progressive foundation has so far voluntarily put itself out of business.

The conservative Scaife Foundation has assets totaling only $244 million, according to 2009 tax records,21 or less than one-twentieth the assets of MacArthur to take one progressive example (and not the largest). The Bradley Foundation had assets of $623 million in 2009,22 or about one-sixteenth the assets of the progressive Ford Foundation (also not the largest) and only slightly more than half of George Soros’s Open Society Institute. Conservative resources may sound imposing, but only when looked at in isolation. When put in context, they are dwarfed by the financial behemoths of the Left. In 2009, the leading progressive philanthropy, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, had an endowment of more than $33 billion—over three times the total of all seventy-five conservative foundations combined.23

Progressive funders have created several organizations to coordinate their efforts, including a very large foundation that was set up specifically for this purpose. The $175 million Tides Foundation was created in 1976 by activist Drummond Pike and sees itself as an engine of progressive advocacy: “We strengthen community-based organizations and the progressive movement by providing an innovative and cost-effective framework for your philanthropy.”24 Pike set up the foundation as a public charity that receives money from donors and then funnels it to the recipients of their choice. Because many of these recipient groups are quite radical, the donors often prefer not to have their names publicly linked with the donees. By letting the Tides Foundation, in effect, launder the money for them and pass it along to the intended beneficiaries, donors can avoid leaving a paper trail.25 Such contributions are called “donor-advised,” or “donor-directed,” funds.

Through this legal loophole, nonprofit entities can also create for-profit organizations and then funnel money to them through Tides, thereby circumventing the laws that bar nonprofits from directly funding their own for-profit enterprises. Pew Charitable Trusts, for instance, set up three for-profit media companies and then proceeded to fund them via donor-advised contributions to Tides, which (for an 8 percent management fee) in turn sent the money to the media companies. If a donor wishes to give money to a particular cause but finds that there is no organization in existence dedicated specifically to that issue, the Tides Foundation will, for a fee, create a group to meet that perceived need.26

In 1996, with a $9 million seed grant, the Tides Foundation created a separate but closely related entity called the Tides Center, also headed by Drummond Pike. While the foundation’s activities focus on fund-raising and grant-making, the center—in its role as fiscal sponsor—offers newly created organizations the shelter of Tides’s own charitable tax-exempt status, as well as the benefits of Tides’s health and liability insurance coverage. The Capital Research Center, which studies philanthropies like Tides, explains: “Under the Tides Center umbrella, the new group can then accept tax deductible contributions without needing to apply immediately to the IRS for tax-exempt 501(c)(3) public charity tax status.… Besides giving a new project its seal of approval, the Tides Center performs a notable service in showing new groups how to run an office, apply for grants, conduct effective public relations, and handle the many personnel, payroll, and budget problems that might baffle a novice group.”27

Between 1996 and 2010, the Tides Center served as a fiscal sponsor to some 677 separate projects with combined revenues of $552 million. According to the Tides website: “To date, Tides has managed project and grantmaking activities totaling more than $2 billion. We have fiscally sponsored more than 800 nonprofit projects.” Between 1993 and 2003, at least ninety-one foundations made grants to the Tides Foundation.28

As an indication of the way in which the philanthropic world itself has moved dramatically to the left, foundations that funneled money to the left-wing Tides operations included the richest and most venerable philanthropies, onetime symbols of American capitalism. These included the Rockefeller Foundation; the Rockefeller Family Fund; the Ford Foundation; the Carnegie Corporation; the Andrew W. Mellon Foundation; the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation; the David and Lucile Packard Foundation; the W. K. Kellogg Foundation; the William and Flora Hewlett Foundation; the Heinz Family Foundation; the Howard Heinz Endowment; the Geraldine R. Dodge Foundation; the John D. and Catherine T. MacArthur Foundation; the Fannie Mae Foundation; the ChevronTexaco Foundation; the Annie E. Casey Foundation; the AT&T Foundation; the Barbra Streisand Foundation; the Bauman Family Foundation; Ben and Jerry’s Foundation; Changemakers; the Columbia Foundation; the Energy Foundation; the Foundation for Deep Ecology; the Hoffman Foundation; the Homeland Foundation; the J. M. Kaplan Fund; the James Irvine Foundation; the JEHT Foundation; the Jenifer Altman Foundation; the Jessie Smith Noyes Foundation; the Joyce Foundation; the Lear Family Foundation; the Liberty Hill Foundation; the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation; the Roberts Foundation; the Schumann Center for Media and Democracy; the Stern Family Fund; the Stewart R. Mott Charitable Trust; Vira I. Heinz Endowment; and the Woods Fund of Chicago.29

With over $100 billion in tax-exempt assets at their disposal, left-wing foundations have been able to invest massively greater amounts of cash in their beneficiary groups than have their conservative counterparts. The Washington Post observed that the Ford Foundation alone had given away more money in one year than conservative donor Richard Mellon Scaife—whom liberal journalists refer to as the “Daddy Warbucks” of the right—gave in forty years.30

The foundations of the Left also support an organizational universe of policy and advocacy organizations whose galaxies are far more numerous than those of the Right. Their collective investment has turned local radical organizations into a permanent national infrastructure of socialist activism as the chapters in this book will demonstrate. This universe is made up of tax-exempt 501(c)3 nonprofits and 527 political groups that shape federal and local policy agendas, help Democrats get elected, and shape the nation’s “nonpartisan” cultural and social issues debates.31

Tax-exempt 501(c)3s receive their privileged status because they agree not to engage in partisan political activity such as the support of candidates or electoral parties. But in practice they are often political in virtually every other sense of the term. In fact, most of the public battles that take place over the issues that eventually decide elections—taxes, health care, immigration, national security, and the environment—are first waged in the media and other venues by tax-exempt 501(c)3s. The entire so-called rights coalition—including the ACLU, NARAL, the NAACP, MALDEF, and a hundred similar groups—is made up of organizations that are tax exempt under the 501(c)3 IRS code. Among such groups created to focus on areas and issues considered strategic by the Left, the resources available outweigh those of the Right by margins that are even more dramatic than the disparity between the assets of progressive and conservative funders would indicate.

In researching organizations that focus on immigration issues, for example, we were able to identify 117 progressive 501(c)3s that devote more than 50 percent of their program activities to supporting open borders or citizen rights for illegal aliens but only 9 conservative 501(c)3s that oppose these agendas. The total net assets of the 117 progressive immigration groups we identified were $194.7 million or almost thirteen times greater than the net assets of the 9 conservative immigration groups, which totaled $15.1 million. The total annual revenues of the progressive immigration groups—the funds they receive annually to spend on advocacy for their causes—amount to $306.1 million, while that available to conservative groups is $13.8 million. In other words, the total funds annually available to the Left for advocacy on immigration are more than twenty-two times greater than the conservative environment.32

The situation is similar in regard to groups engaged in advocacy on other critical national issues such as the environment. We were able to identify 553 environmental groups on the left compared to only 32 conservative groups that promote market-friendly approaches to environmental problems. The net assets of the progressive environmental groups total $9.53 billion compared to the $38.2 million in net assets of the conservative groups or a ratio of over 249 to 1. The annual grants awarded by the 32 conservative groups to environment-related issues total $1.2 million. The annual grants awarded by the 553 progressive environmental groups total $555.4 million. In other words, progressive environmental groups award grants almost 462 times more than do the conservative environmental groups.33

There is yet another dimension to the political universe that functions under the IRS codes. Under IRS code 527, organizations may gather tax-exempt funds to directly influence elections if they do not attempt to sway voters to particular candidates. Among the most influential of these 527s is the aforementioned Democracy Alliance, the collective of eighty millionaires led by George Soros. Although it was founded in April 2005, as a result of the Stein PowerPoint, its origins really lie in the formation of a unique political coalition organized by Soros to shape the 2004 presidential election. In the run-up to that election, Soros put together a group of billionaires and Democratic political operatives and created a network of 527s, so powerful the Washington Post described it as a “Shadow Party.” Its agenda was to seize control of the Democratic election campaign from a party apparatus it felt was in inept hands.34

The newly enacted campaign finance reform laws deprived both parties of soft money contributions, draining the Democratic Party of financial resources. It was Soros who had put together and financed the coalition that successfully lobbied to enact campaign finance reform.35 This was a calculated effort to create the opening for the 527 network Soros then put together as the Shadow Party to collect the contributions the Democratic Party no longer was legally eligible to receive, and thus to shape the message of the presidential campaign. It also provided the Shadow Party with a hammer over Democratic legislators who could no longer depend on the same level of financing from the official party for their individual campaigns. Soros, more than any other individual, is thus responsible for the Democratic Party’s recent shift to the left.

The network that Soros put together consisted of progressive billionaires, government unions (SEIU, AFCSME), grassroots radical organizations like ACORN, and political operatives like former presidential adviser Harold Ickes and former White House chief of staff John Podesta, head of the then newly created Center for American Progress, a policy think tank. The political juggernaut that was formed concentrated a power the likes of which had never before been seen in national election campaigns.

Providing venture capital to fund the Shadow Party’s campaign were five left-wing billionaires—Soros, Progressive insurance head Peter Lewis, Hollywood mogul Stephen Bing, and California savings-and-loan CEOs Herbert and Marion Sandler. According to the election records, the collective investment of all 527s active in the 2004 campaign, Democrat and Republican, was $440 million. But of the $440 million total, a staggering 70 percent went to Democratic-leaning groups.

One Shadow Party 527, the Media Fund, spent $57 million on broadcast and television advertising in battleground states attacking President Bush and supporting his Democratic opponent John Kerry. Another Soros-linked 527 group, America Coming Together, spent $78 million on get-out-the-vote efforts. By the time the campaign was over, between them the Media Fund and America Coming Together outspent their nearest two Republican counterparts by a factor of three to one. Between 2004 and 2008, 527s generally spent almost $1.5 billion, most of it in support of Democratic candidates.

Despite the record infusion of money by the Shadow Party, the Democrats lost the 2004 election. Out of the disappointment of defeat, the Democracy Alliance was born. The idea behind the group was straightforward: by investing even more money in entities such as MoveOn.org, Americans Coming Together, and Media Matters, progressives could create an alternate structure within the Democratic Party to move it even farther to the left, and recapture Congress and the White House. To that end, the Democracy Alliance set about to continue the Left’s massive spending, its members donating some $100 million to left-wing groups and activists even before the 2008 primary season kicked off in earnest.

The organization spearheading the Shadow Party’s effort to reshape the Democratic Party is Podesta’s Center for American Progress. Created with $3 million in seed money from Soros, the center was originally billed as a progressive “think tank.” Its role in American politics, however, has been far more expansive. The center has become a 38-million-dollar-a-year permanent campaign headquarters for the Democratic Party left, helping to launch partisan attack projects like Media Matters, Think Progress, and Campus Progress and systematically insinuating itself as the emerging brain center of the Democratic Party itself.

Another critical Shadow Party component is made up of the two most powerful government unions, the Service Employees International Union (SEIU) and the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME). Although union power across the board has declined precipitously since World War II, government unions have been a notable exception. In 2009, union members working in government jobs outnumbered those working in the private sector for the first time. Government unions are a dominant force at the local level, where with the help of the Democratic politicians their campaign funds serve to elect, they have secured generous benefit and pension packages, subsidized by the taxpaying public, which have driven states like New York, New Jersey, and California to the brink of bankruptcy.

These government unions provide another financial arsenal for the Left. During the 2008 presidential election cycle, labor unions funneled some $400 million in campaign contributions to Democratic candidates, most prominently Barack Obama. The SEIU alone spent $85 million during the 2008 election to support Democratic candidates, including $60.7 million earmarked for Obama. (Said SEIU president Andy Stern, “We spent a fortune to elect Barack Obama—$60.7 million to be exact—and we’re proud of it.”36, 37) Bolstered by Big Labor’s contributions, Obama raised the union flag, staking out a union-friendly platform that emphasized his support for everything from raising the minimum wage, to the so-called Employee Free Choice Act to eliminate secret ballots in union organizing elections, to the Davis-Bacon Act, which requires federal construction contractors to pay inflated union wages on projects, which dramatically raises the cost of building public hospitals and schools.

A less heralded but no less important pillar of the left-wing money machine is the university system. While the Left has long focused on the money behind conservative think tanks, it is less inclined to notice that the country’s biggest think tank—the university—is almost exclusively the province of the political Left. Entire academic fields of the university—women’s studies, ethnic studies, black studies, peace studies, postcolonial studies, and American studies—have been transformed into indoctrination and recruitment centers for progressive agendas and organizations.38 The curricula in these departments, as a matter of course, instill in students a left-wing perspective on the evils of capitalism and Western civilization, teaching that America is governed by race, gender, and class hierarchies at home, while acting as an imperial predator abroad. Numerous studies, both liberal and conservative in origin, show that university faculties are between 80 and 90 percent composed of academics who vote Democratic and align themselves on the left side of the political spectrum.39

There is no conservative Harvard or conservative Shadow Party, nor any systematic conservative effort to fund local organizations as perpetual protesters behind a society-transforming agenda. Nor are conservative political organizations heavily funded by federal programs. While it is beyond the scope of this book to examine the full range of federal funding of the progressive and conservative actors in these battles, the relative balance reflected in two areas examined in this study are quite instructive. Our research shows that 247 progressive environmental 501(c)3s (i.e., activist organizations) received $568.9 million in federal grants on an annualized basis in the years 2008–2010.40 In the same period, only 7 conservative environmental groups received federal grants and these grants totaled only $728,190.41 A similar pattern exists in the area of immigration reform. While 111 progressive immigration 501(c)3s received $325.3 million in government funding in the same years, the lone conservative immigration group to receive a federal grant was the recipient of $18,090 in government funds.42

In researching the private foundations that make up the core of the New Leviathan, our team looked at the individual annual reports and records of more than ten thousand foundations. All the data uncovered can be found at DiscovertheNeworks.org, a comprehensive encyclopedia of the Left, produced under the auspices of the David Horowitz Freedom Center, a 501(c)3 foundation based in Southern California. Profiles of the major progressive foundations, including all those mentioned in this book and its appendices, can be found on the Discover the Networks website.

THE pages that follow describe five critical areas of public policy—by no means the only areas—where the network of left-wing funders and activists has moved radical agendas and ideas from the political margins to the political mainstream and made them the official policies of the Democratic Party. They begin with an account of how, by funding and orchestrating the political career of Barack Obama, this network was able to create its own presidential candidate to implement its agendas.
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THE MAKING OF
A PRESIDENT

Presidential campaigns are showcases for candidates, providing an opportunity to introduce their identities and ideas to the nation’s voting public. But Barack Obama’s successful run in 2008 was most notable for his persistent efforts to declare what he was not. Primarily what he was not, according to Obama and his surrogates, was a man with deep ties and debts to the political left. The point was most determinedly drummed home on “Fight the Smears,” a website set up by the Obama camp to rebut distortions of the candidate’s record dating back to his time as a community organizer in Chicago.1 Alleged connections to left-wing groups and individuals were “exaggerated” and “tenuous,” if not “outright false.” Those who focused on such links should be dismissed as shallow “partisans” and “ideologues.” The message was clear: where Obama’s radical background was concerned there was nothing really to see.

Belying the campaign’s defensive hardball, however, was the inconvenient truth that Barack Obama was entirely a product of the left-wing political culture and its institutional base. From the very outset, his political career was nurtured, shaped, and funded through the organizational infrastructure that progressives had built, and which recruited and then schooled him as a “community organizer” and finally transformed him into a major political figure. It was the Left that trained Obama, gave him employment, provided him with political opportunities, and then launched his career in the Illinois Senate. It was the Left, too, that forged the relationships and laid
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