
The “Demarketing” of Canadaʼs Friendly Oil 
by American Charitable Foundations	


Vivian Krause 

Prepared for “Meat The Press” at Capital Grille, The Rockefeller Centre,       
New York, July 12, 2011. Hosted by the Atlas Economic Research Foundation 



SUMMARY 

 Half of all oil consumed in the U.S. is from foreign imports.  Canada supplies 25% of      
oil imports and is an important partner in the energy and economic security of America. 
And yet, American charitable foundations have spent at least $18 million (2000 – 2009) 
specifically on projects that thwart the oil and gas industry in Canada, U.S. tax returns 
show. These foundations spend roughly $50 million per year to fund environmental 
groups (ENGOs) that, among other things, are “demarketing” Canadian oil.  

 Demarketing is reducing or shifting demand away. The demarketing of Canadian oil 
appears to be funded as a small part of a large, well-financed marketing campaign to 
sway market share and investment capital towards so-called “clean energy.” 

 

 

  



Indeed, it wouldn’t be easy to create demand 
for “clean energy” while singing the praises of 
oil and coal. It would be much easier to create 
demand for “clean energy” with a negative 
foil of bad press about “dirty oil,” and          
“tar sands” - which is precisely what 
environmental organizations are providing.!
American charity would be better directed 
towards reducing poverty and advancing 
education, rather than forcing America to   
rely on oil imports from countries that are     
far less friendly to the U.S., than Canada.!
At the present rate, American foundations   
are on track to spend half a billion dollars  
(roughly $50 million per year) funding the 
environmental movement in Canada, over  
the next ten years.  This money could be 
better spent in other places that are             
far more needy than Canada.!



Outline of this Presentation:	

 
1.  The importance of American charitable foundations. 

2.  The case for Canada’s friendly oil. 

3.  American foundations against Canadian oil and 
examples of specific grants. 

 
4.  The campaign against Canadian oil in the broader 

context of campaigns to address climate change and 
shift energy markets. 



1.  The Importance of American Foundations"



As of 2009, America had 76,000 charitable foundations with a combined 
total of $590 billion in assets, more than half a trillion dollars.  These 
foundations gave away $45.7 billion in 2009. !
!
This kind of money really can change the world but it must be spent well.!

"The success of our work is measured by a single question:  
Are people better off now than when we started?” 

 
- President Bill Clinton 

Source: Foundation Growth and Giving estimates. Current Outlook 2011.  The Foundation Centre.  
http://foundationcenter.org/gainknowledge/research/pdf/fgge11.pdf  

$590 Billion in Assets	




Over the past 10 years, five American charitable foundations have 
granted more than $200 million to environmental groups in Canada.  
These foundations have  $21 BILLION in assets and give away !
$ 1 BILLION every year. These are “The Big Five.”!



USA Foundation Assets 
 (2009) 

Grant-Making 
Budget  

CEO Salary 
(2009) 

Gordon & Betty Moore 
Foundation  $   4.5 Billion $ 330 Million $659,213 

William & Flora Hewlett 
Foundation $  6.7 Billion $ 345 Million $769,952 

David & Lucile Packard 
Foundation $   4.5 Billion $ 342 Million $683,780 

Pew Charitable Trusts $   5.8 Billion $227 Million $687,710 

Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund $ 729 Million $27 Million $573,132 

Total: $21.5 Billion $1.2 Billion 

The Big Five 

Source: U.S. tax returns 



In addition to grants specifically to tackle the oil and gas industry in 
Canada, American foundations provide substantial funding to ENGOs 
for general purposes. Based on Canadian and U.S. tax returns, this 
amount is estimated at $50 million per year since 2009.  

$50 Million Per Year"



$45 Million in Foreign 
Funding Reported by   
25 Canadian ENGOs 

(2009) 

Note: U.S. foundations also fund 
some Canadian ENGOs that report to 
the I.R.S. but not to Revenue Canada. 
Those grants are not shown here. 

Recipient Organization 



Foreign Funding vs. Tax-Receipted Donations  

For 24 Top Canadian ENGOs	


2009 



Foreign Funding: From 6% to 99% of Revenue of Canadian ENGOs 

2009 



2.  The Case for Canadaʼs Friendly Oil"



Source: The U.S. Energy Information Service, as of June 24, 2011, accessed July 10, 2011. 
http://www.eia.gov/energy_in_brief/foreign_oil_dependence.cfm!

U.S. Dependency on Foreign Oil	




If Americans knew the country of origin of their gas, where would they 
prefer to fuel up? With gas from Saudi Arabia?  Nigeria? Mexico? 
Venezuela?  Or Canada?   

Country of Origin of Crude Oil & 
Petroleum Product Imports: 

Canada 25

Saudi Arabia 12

Nigeria 11

Venezuela 10

Mexico 9

Canada

Saudi Arabia

Nigeria

Venezuela

Mexico

Chart 1
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•  Canada’s energy is important to the 
U.S. economy and future of America. 

•  Canada is friendly to U.S. interests. 

•  Canada is democratic, respects 
human rights, treats workers well & 
respects the environment. 

Canadaʼs Friendly Oil	




Source:  CAPP.  Canada’s Oil Sands. Partners in America’s Energy Future. Presentation by Greg Stringham.  CAAP. April 2011. 
http://www.capp.ca/getdoc.aspx?dt=PDF&docID=189668 
 
 



•  World’s 3rd largest proven reserve 
170 billion barrels  

•  Enough oil to meet Canada’s                               
current needs for almost 400 years 

•  An area about the size of Florida  
but the amount of land disturbed for 
mining is only equivalent to the size 
of the Kennedy Space Centre.  

•  80% drilling / 20% open pit mining 
Source: http://www.oilsands.alberta.ca/reclamation.html	


Canadian Oil Sands	




•  Nearly double the capacity to import friendly, Canadian oil.!

•  1.1 million barrels per day of crude oil.!

•  Positive contributions to U.S. economy - $20 billion and 20,000 jobs 

The Keystone Pipeline: From Alberta to Texas	


Source: http://www.transcanada.com/docs/Key_Projects/TransCanada_US_Report_06-10-10.pdf 



 Environmentalists - including Canadian icons, David Suzuki                       
and Naomi Klein - are calling for civil disobedience, this August,                    
to block the Keystone pipeline. 

Who benefits from this? 



Northern Gateway:  525,000 barrels/day"Keystone: 1.1 million barrels/day"

Why so much fuss over 1.6 million barrels transported by land?"

15.5 million bl/d: 33% of all seaborne oil 

Much larger volumes of oil get transported by sea elsewhere…."

13.6 million bl/d (2009) 



•  Land use - less than 1 percent of Alberta’s boreal forest!

•  Water use !- 80 percent of which is re-cycled.	

!
•  CO2 emissions – reduced 

45% compared to 1990 
levels!

•  Tailing ponds – Law 
requires restoration.	


Environmental Issues:	


Environmental impacts are real, and must be discussed 
and addressed in light of accurate information. 



Greenhouse Gas Emissions: < 0.1%	


!

"Less than 0.1% of global greenhouse emissions are 
produced by Alberta oil sands operations!

!
!
!

Source: http://www.oilsands.alberta.ca/FactSheets/The_Facts_v5_FINAL.pdf 

Even if Alberta’s  
oil sands were  
shut down, 99.9% of  
the problem of 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions would 
remain – but the U.S. 
would be much more 
heavily dependent on 
Mid-East oil. 



Source:  CAPP.  Canada’s Oil Sands. Partners in America’s Energy Future. Presentation by Greg Stringham.  CAAP. April 2011. 
http://www.capp.ca/getdoc.aspx?dt=PDF&docID=189668 
 
 

Coal-fired Power Plants Create Far Greater  
GHG Emissions Than Alberta’s Oil Sands 



3.  American Foundations Against Canadian Oil	




“Demarketing:” Reducing or Shifting Demand Away"

Harvard Business Review, 1971"

“Demarketing” was introduced by Philip Kotler and Sidney Levy in the Harvard 
Business Review of 1971.  Demarketing is the opposite of marketing. Its getting 
people to buy less, not more.  !
Demarketing is done by depositioning, by instilling fear, uncertainty and doubt 
(FUD) about the competition, not only in the minds of the consumers and the 
media, but in the competition itself.!



“Demarketing” Coal & Oil	

Promoting 

Wind	


From Sierra Club’s Annual Report (2010)	


Demarketing oil and coal helps to create  demand and sway investment capital 
towards alternative energy – which is what ENGOs are heavily funded to do.!

As it turns out, when it comes to Canadian oil, “demarketing” is precisely what 
environmental organizations have been paid to do by American charitable 
foundations.  For example…!



The Rockefeller Brothers Fund  
Paid $1,250,000 to Corporate Ethics International   

“to reduce demand for tar sands oil” 

Source: http://www.rbf.org/content/grants-search 
NOTE: These are screen grabs from the on-line database of the 
Rockefeller Brothers Fund. 



Of all the oil producing countries in the world (eg. Saudi Arabia, 
Nigeria, Iraq, Venezuela), why has the Rockefeller Brothers Fund 
honed in on Canada? 



For example, this 
Greenpeace web-site  
which makes a mockery of 
Alberta tourism,  was 
funded with $50,000 from 
the Rockefeller Brothers 
Fund (RBF) through     
Tides Canada. 

The logos of RBF & Tides 
Canada are nowhere to    
be seen.  The web-site 
appears in the name of 
Greenpeace. 

Some foundation funding is not exactly out in the open	


www.travelingalberta.com 



U.S. Donor Foundation Amount  
(2004 - 2009) 

William & Flora Hewlett 
Foundation $12,335,000 

Sea Change Foundation $2,000,000 

Rockefeller Brothers Fund $1,500,000 

Gordon & Betty Moore 
Foundation $1,010,689 

Oak Foundation $700,000 

Other foundations: Marisla, 
Silicon Valley Community 
Foundation, Wallace Global 
Fund, Bullitt Foundation) 

$435,000 

Total: $17,980,689 

Recipient Amount    
(2004 - 2009) 

Tides USA / Tides Canada $12,030,000 

Pembina Foundation for 
Environmental Research & 
Education (Pembina Institute) 

$4,075,689 

Corporate Ethics International $1,400,000 

Other organizations: 
Ecojustice, Ceres, Westcoast 
Environmental Law Research 
Foundation 

$475,000 

Total: $17,980,689 

In addition to the $2 million listed above, the Sea Change Foundation paid $3.75 million to Tides USA, in 2010. 
Source: Calculations based on U.S. tax returns and on-line databases. 

Since 2000, American charitable foundations have paid at least   
$18 million (2000 – 2009) specifically for demarketing Canadian oil 
and “reforming” the Canadian oil & gas industry 



Examples of specific grants… 



Sea Change Paid Tides USA $2 Million (2009) 

“to promote awareness and opposition to tar sands” 

Sea Change Paid Tides USA $3.75 Million (2010) 

The excerpts shown above are from U.S. tax returns of the Sea Change Foundation for 2009 and 2010. 



“… to slow the expansion of tar sands production by 
stopping new infrastructure development…”	


U.S. Donor: The Oak Foundation, 2009. 
Source: http://www.oakfnd.org/activities/2009/climatena.php	


$700,000 for 2 years 

NOTE: This is a 
screen grab from the 
on-line database of 
the Oak Foundation. 

The Oak Foundation Paid Tides USA  $700,000 (2009) 



U.S. Donor: The Oak Foundation, 2009. 
Source: http://www.oakfnd.org/activities/2009/climatena.php	


“To mobilize civil society and public opinion in Canada…  

“… massive public organizing…. nimble coordination and 
targeted, effective campaigning at all levels.”	


NOTE: This is a 
screen grab from the 
on-line database of 
the Oak Foundation. 

The Oak Foundation Paid $ 5 Million 



Hewlett Grants to “Address” the Oil & Gas Industry in Canada and 
“Reduce” Environmental Impacts: $12.3 Million 

Source: Analysis and calculations based on U.S. tax returns. 



Source: U.S. tax returns for the Hewlett Foundation and information in its on-line database.  
See: http://www.hewlett.org/grants/search?order=field_date_of_award_value&sort=desc  



“… for the development of a strategic plan to address oil 
and gas development in British Columbia,” 2004  

NOTE: At the same time that this grant was made, Hewlett paid $615,000 for Rainforest 
Solutions Project which supports Greenpeace, Forest Ethics & the  Sierra Club working 
towards for the Great Bear Rainforest Initiative. 

Source: Excerpt of U.S. tax returns of the William & Flora Hewlett Foundation, 2004 



$100,000 was also paid to the Pembina Foundation, for the same purpose. 

Source: U.S. tax return of the Rockefeller Brothers Fund, 2006.	


Rockefeller Brothers Fund Paid $200,000 

“To prevent the development of a pipeline and tanker port 
that endangers the Great Bear Rainforest  protected area.” 



“… to mobilize urban voters for a federal ban on coastal tankers”	


NOTE: As shown below, this grant was re-written shortly after testimony 
was given to the House of Commons Standing Committee on Energy 
Security in Canada. 

The Bullitt Foundation Paid $30,000 

NOTE: These are screen grabs from the on-line database of the Bullitt Foundation. 



“To help grow public opposition to counter the Enbridge 
pipeline construction and the risk associated with increased 

oil tanker traffic in B.C.’s north.”  

NOTE: This is a screen grab from the on-line database of the Brainerd Foundation. 



“…. To devolve control over land in BC’s central coast to 
First Nations and communities…” 

The excerpts shown above are from the U.S. tax returns of the Wilburforce Foundation 



30 Tides Canada-Funded groups, campaign against oil tanker traffic"

The Mothership:  Tides US / Tides Canada 

More than half of Tides Canada’s grants went towards the north coast of B.C.  
Total: $7.8 million, 2008/2009. 



$US 9.5 Million 
(2009/2010)!

36 Tides-Funded Groups 
Against Canadian Oil 

Source: Analysis and calculations based on U.S. tax returns. 



See:   
•  http://fairquestions.typepad.com/rethink_campaigns/2011/02/usa-foundations-re-wrote-info.html 

•  http://fairquestions.typepad.com/rethink_campaigns/2010/12/re-written-grants-1.html 

•  http://fairquestions.typepad.com/rethink_campaigns/why-press-releases-removed-feb-3-2010.html  

At least five foundations have re-written or removed on-line material 
about their grants since these were reported articles published in         
The Financial Post.  

RE-WRITTEN and REMOVED Grants"



3.  The campaign against Canadian oil in the 
 broader context of campaigns to address 
 climate change and shift energy markets 



Even though…. 
 
•  Shutting down Canada’s oil sands would result in                    

no measurable decrease in global greenhouse gas emissions, 

•  Canada is friendly to U.S. interests and Canadian oil is an 
important partner in the economic prosperity and security of 
America, 

•  Shutting down Canada’s oil sands would force greater reliance 
on oil from other countries (eg. Saudi Arabia, Nigeria, Sudan, 
Iraq, Mexico & Venezuela),  

 
American charitable foundations have paid $18 million to 
environmental organizations that want to shut down Canada’s         
oil sands and block the Keystone pipeline.  What gives? 



If the goal is no tankers and no pipelines then…!



…. why so much focus on the Keystone pipeline and the                          
Northern Gateway?  What about all the other pipelines? !

Northern 
Gateway"



Blood Oil? 

Really? 

African diamonds and Canadian oil are worlds apart and yet 
environmentalists associate the two. Who benefits from this?   



Source: Analysis and calculations based on U.S. tax returns. 

Sea Change Funding for Public Education, Awareness & Media Work About Climate Change (2009) $24.7 Million 

An important point to note is that funding for the campaign against Canada’s oil (“Tar 
Sands Campaign”) has been provided through Tides USA as part of a large campaign to 
create awareness about climate change and shift energy markets towards solar and wind. 

Tar Sands Campaign 



Climate Change & Reducing 
Reliance on High Carbon Energy:

$14.6 Million	


Sea Change Grants for 2010	

Clean Energy & Energy Efficiency: 

$38 Million	


Source: Analysis and calculations based on U.S. tax returns. 

Two of the leading 
organizations are the 
Tides Foundation and the 
Energy Foundation. 



What Does the Energy Foundation Say That It Does?"

“Shift the U.S. economy away from yesterday’s fossil-fuel based technology”	


NOTE: This is a 
screen grab from the 
Energy Foundation.	




Another important point to note is that large amounts of funds for climate change 
come from a very small number of billion dollar foundations, notably the Hewlett 
Foundation, the Packard Foundation and the Pew Charitable Trusts.!

Source: Analysis and calculations based on data from U.S. tax returns. 



In 2008, the Hewlett foundation made its biggest grant ever:   
$400 Million to the Climateworks Foundation. With the stated 
purpose of averting "catastrophic climate change," the Packard 
foundation also kicked in $120 Million for a total of $520 million.  
 
By way of comparison, that's more than all 2009 grants from all 
U.S. charitable foundations to the biggest organizations fighting 
world hunger (the World Health Organization, the World Food 
Program, UNICEF and the Global Alliance for Improved Nutrition). 
 
Note: When billion-dollar foundations grant more than half a billion 
to a single cause, this distorts the playing field for the entire 
charitable sector. Other causes - even though they may be as 
important - just can't compete with a cause that's backed by a  
half a billion bucks.  

$520 Million for Climateworks 



Packard granted $120 million to Climateworks “for efforts to reduce               
global greenhouse gas emissions and avert catastrophic climate change.” 

Source: U.S. tax returns for the Hewlett Foundation Source: http://www.packard.org/grants/grants-database/ 
 

$520 Million for Climateworks 



While heavily funding the Tides Foundation that in turn funds 
more than 30 organizations that campaign against Canadian oil, 
the Hewlett foundation and the Packard foundation 
simultaneously also heavily fund the Energy Foundation. 

A roof top solar energy system at a Hewlett-Packard building.	


The Energy Foundation 
has a clear agenda                            
“to create a robust                        
solar market” and to       
thwart the coal industry. 

Since 2009, The Energy 
Foundation has paid     
$20 million to “defeat,” 
“oppose,” “fight” and 
“decommission” coal-fired 
power plants.  

Creating “A Robust Solar Market” 



This is Charity? 
 

 
In one case, the Energy Foundation paid $200,000 "to support legal 
challenges against two coal-fired power plants."  A grant to the Rockefeller 
Family Fund Inc. was for $300,000 "to undermine the incentive to invest in 
new coal-fired power plants.” 
 
Growing the solar business takes more than sunshine. It also requires 
shifting investment capital away from competing industries, especially oil. 
Sunshine may be infinite but capital isn't. Scaring consumers and investors 
- which is what campaigns do - is a way to shift investment capital. 
 
Shaking down industries and creating new markets is important sometimes, 
but its not charity.  American foundations should get back to charity and get 
out of the business of protecting economic interests, swaying market share, 
shifting investment capital and meddling in a foreign country.  



Additional Information 



Grants from The Hewlett Foundation &                     
The Packard Foundation to Canadian ENGOs 

$71 Million (2000 – 2009)   

Source: Analysis and calculations based on U.S. tax returns. 



Tides Canada 
paid $36 Million                     

(2003 - 2010) 

$36.8 Million 

$15 Million 

$12.3 Million 

$2.8 Million 

$1.8 Million 

$1 Million 

$1.5 Million 

Grants from The Hewlett Foundation &                     
The Packard Foundation to Canadian ENGOs 

Recipient 



Packard Funding for Seafood Market Intervention: $88 Million 
(2000 – 2010) 



Pew recognizes the boreal forests of Russia, Africa and Indonesia but the place 
where Pew is spending more money than anywhere else, is Canada. Why? 

Canada already protects 12% of our boreal forest but that’s not enough for Pew. 

Source: http://www.interboreal.org/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=98&Itemid=197 

Pew Charitable Trusts: $44 Million for Canada’s Boreal Forest (2000-2009) 



$27 Million  from the Moore Foundation was specifically 
for PNCIMA, “Marine Planning” for the B.C. North Coast 

The Gordon & Betty Moore Foundation has granted  
$64 Million to B.C. ENGOs (2003 – 2011) 

Map for the Gordon & Betty Moore 
Foundation’s Marine Conservation 

Initiative 



Grants from the Moore Foundation (2000 - 2010):   
$64 Million for 27 B.C. Organizations  

Tides Canada paid 
$23 Million                     
(2003 - 2010) 

First Nations on 
the B.C. North 
Coast: $8 Million 



The Gordon & Betty 
Moore Foundation Wilburforce Foundation The Lazar Foundation 

The Geo-Political Question 

Why so much interest on the north coast of B.C. – right smack where oil tankers 
export bound for Asia, would need to travel?  

Of all the aboriginal people in the world, why did the Rockefeller Brothers Fund 
give $1 million to the First Nations people at Kitimat, right where tankers would 
have to load before for exports to Asia? 

B.C. is not an area 
of Interest of the 
Lazar Foundation 
so why has it 
been funding B.C. 
ENGOs? 

Marine 
Conservation 
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