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Ward Connerly, an African American who has made a career challenging affirmative action policies 
around the country, is escalating his efforts in the months leading up to the 2007 and 2008 elections.1 The 
veteran of anti-affirmative action ballot-measure campaigns in his home state of California in 1996, and 
Washington in 1998 and Michigan in 2006, is exploring similar campaigns in Arizona, Colorado, 
Missouri, Nebraska, Nevada, Oregon, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming.2 

The Connerly measures have focused on dismantling civil rights policies developed over the past 50 
years that countered historical prejudices in this country. For Connerly, these civil rights policies are just 
a continuation of racial inequality: "The era of race-based decision-making, I believe, while not dead, is 
really on life support. And I think that in very short order — maybe five or 10 years — it will be dead."3 

If Connerly sticks to previous tactics, he will use his 501(c)4 organization — the American Civil Rights 
Committee (ACRC) — to funnel thousands of dollars into the new campaigns, thereby obscuring who 
supports the measures since tax rules do not require disclosure of donors to these nonprofit organizations. 
The California-based ACRC was co-founded by Connerly to lead anti-affirmative action ballot measure 
campaigns across the country.4 

An analysis of contributors to the committees that supported and opposed the affirmative action measure 
this past November in Michigan offers a glimpse of how these battles may play out in 2007 and 2008, 
when presidential politics will include an African American candidate. 

Those opposing Connerly's measures to end racial and gender preferences in state hiring and college 
admissions included labor and civil rights groups, but also several Fortune 500 companies. 

The Battle in Michigan 

Michigan’s Amendment 06-2 sought to ban affirmative action programs “that give preferential treatment 
to groups or individuals based on their race, gender, color, ethnicity, or national origin for public 
employment, education, or contracting purposes.”5 

Despite being out-raised by a three-to-one margin, supporters of the measure were victorious, with the 
measure garnering 58 percent of the vote. The three committees supporting the affirmative action ban 
raised nearly $1.5 million. By comparison, the four committees opposing the measure raised almost $4.9 
million.  

Dispelling the notion that ballot measures are grassroots efforts, donors from out-of-state were major 
players in the game, accounting for nearly eight of every 10 dollars raised by supporters, and just over 
two of every 10 dollars raised by the opponents. Overall, out-of-state contributors gave about 35 percent 
of the total contributions raised around the measure.  
 
 
                                                             
1 Stuart Silverstein, “Connerly Still Targeting Racial Preferences,” Los Angeles Times, Jan. 17, 2007 [newspaper on-
line]; available from http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-me-usc17jan17,1,5647849,print.story?coll=la-headlines-
politics; Internet; accessed Feb. 13, 2007. 
2 Tamar Lewin, “Colleges Regroup After Voters Ban Race Preferences,” New York Times, Jan. 26, 2007, sec A, p.1. 
3 Stuart Silverstein, “Connerly Still Targeting Racial Preferences,” Los Angeles Times, Jan. 17, 2007 [newspaper on-
line]; available from http://www.latimes.com/news/politics/la-me-usc17jan17,1,5647849,print.story?coll=la-headlines-
politics; Internet; accessed Feb. 13, 2007. 
4 American Civil Rights Coalition [on–line]; available from http://www.acrc1.org/; Internet; accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 
5 “2006 Statewide Ballot Proposal Status,” State of Michigan [on-line]; available from 
http://www.michigan.gov/sos/0,1607,7-127-1633---,00.html; Internet; accessed Feb. 12, 2007. 
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO MICHIGAN ’S AMENDMENT 06-2 
 

COMMITTEE POSITION TOTAL 
One United Michigan Against $4,520,493 
Operation Kings Dream Against $228,956 
American Civil Liberties Union Affirmative Action 
Committee 

 
Against 

 
$126,722 

Vote No On Prop 2 Against $4,055 
 AGAINST $4,880 ,226 

Michigan Civil Rights Initiative For $1,391,664 
American Civil Rights Coalition For $55,820 
Race Free Zone For $12,194 

 FOR $1,459 ,678 
TOTAL  $6,339 ,904 

 
 

Who Supported Amendment 06-2? 

Connerly’s ACRC was the main financial backer of the Michigan measure. Although the ACRC itself 
raised only about $56,000 through its Michigan committee, it contributed heavily to the Michigan Civil 
Rights Initiative (MCRI), a group also formed by Connerly.6 The ACRC contributed $705,785 — half of 
the money raised by MCRI. The disparity between the ACRC’s fund raising and its giving is partly 
explained by its tax status. As a 501(c)4, the ACRC is not required to disclose the sources of its funds, 
leaving its donors anonymous. 

Another major donor to MCRI was the Center for Individual Rights (CIR), a nonprofit law firm based in 
Washington, D.C., that litigates against racial preference systems in university admissions, government 
contracting, and government hiring and promotions.7 CIR contributed $217,518 through in-kind legal 
services. 

Connerly’s Michigan Civil Rights Initiative also gave $6,600 to the third committee supporting the 
measure, Race Free Zone. 

No business, industry, or party clearly dominated giving in support of the measure. Outside of the MCRI 
and CIR, the major donors in support of the measure were mostly individuals.  

Among them was Frank Brettschneider, a Port Huron physician, who contributed $19,500 and his 
business, Port Huron Ear Nose and Throat, which gave $57,000 to MCRI. Brettschneider and his 
business contributions accounted for 19 percent of all money raised in support of the measure within the 
state of Michigan. 

                                                             
6 Bill Berkowitz, “Ward Connerly’s Anti-Affirmitive Action Jihad,” Media Transparancy, Jan. 30, 2007 [on–line]; available 
from http://www.mediatransparency.org/story.php?storyID=176; Internet; accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 
7 “The Mission of CIR,” Center for Individual Rights [on-line]; available from http://www.cir-usa.org/mission_new.html; 
Internet; accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 
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Who Opposed Amendment 06-2? 

One United Michigan, which formed to “reject all efforts that would adversely affect or reverse equal 
opportunity programs designed to overcome discrimination,”8 did most of the heavy lifting for the 
opponents, raising $4.5 million.  

A variety of interests supported One United Michigan’s efforts to squelch the measure: 

 Four major automakers gave $750,000 to One United Michigan. Daimler 
Chrysler and Ford Motor Company contributed $250,000 each; General 
Motors contributed $150,000, and Toyota North America sent $100,000. 

 Labor unions gave $526,520. Top union contributions included $82,720 from 
United Auto Workers, $66,000 from AFL-CIO, $117,500 from the Federation 
of Teachers, $100,000 from AFSCME, and $116,300 from Service Employees 
International Union. 

 The Michigan Democratic Party gave $331,000. 

 Casino interests gave $300,000. Greektown Casino led the pack giving 
$200,000; MGM Mirage gave $50,000 and Motor City Casino gave $50,000. 

 The Law School Admission Council, the administrator of the Law School 
Admission Test or LSAT, 9 contributed $250,000. 

 Banking interests gave nearly $240,000. Comerica Bank contributed 
$150,000; National City Corporation contributed just under $75,000; Lasalle 
Bank contributed $15,000 and Hunting National Bank contributed $5,000. 

 Three church groups gave $219,000. Hartford Memorial Baptist Church gave 
$184,000, Michigan Catholic Conference gave $25,000, and Word of Faith 
Christian Center gave $10,000. 

Also opposing the measure was Operation King’s Dream, a committee started by the Michigan chapter of 
By Any Means Necessary, an organization “dedicated to building a new mass civil rights movement to 
defend affirmative action, integration, and the other gains of the civil rights movement of the 1960s.”10 
Operation King’s Dream raised nearly $229,000 with $178,298 of those funds coming in the form of in-
kind legal services contributed by the law firm of Scheff & Washington. 

In addition, the ACLU Affirmative Action Committee raised $126,722. 

The Vote No on Prop 2 committee, which formed just weeks prior to the November election, raised over 
$4,000, with all of its contributions coming from the California-based Feminist Majority Foundation in 
the form of in-kind goods and services 

                                                             
8 “About Us,” One United Michigan [on–line]; available from http://www.oneunitedmichigan.org/About/index.html; 
Internet; accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 
9 “About LSAC,” Law School Admission Council [on-line]; available from http://www.lsac.org/LSAC.asp?url=lsac/about-
lsac.asp; Internet; accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 
10“Principles,” By Any Means Necessary [on-line]; available from http://www.bamn.com/1/principles.asp; Internet; 
accessed Feb. 8, 2007. 



 

National Institute on Money in State Politics © 2007 5 

TOP CONTRIBUTORS TO MICHIGAN ’S AMENDMENT 06-2 
 

CONTRIBUTOR STATE POSITION TOTAL 
American Civil Rights Coalition California For $705,785 
Michigan Democratic Party Michigan Against $331,000 
Daimler Chrysler Michigan Against $250,000 
Ford Motor Company Michigan Against $250,000 
Law School Admission Council Pennsylvania Against $250,000 
Center For Individual Rights D.C. For $217,518 
Dow Chemical Michigan Against $200,000 
Greektown Casino Michigan Against $200,000 
Hartford Memorial Baptist Michigan Against $184,000 
Scheff & Washington Michigan Against $178,298 

  TOTA L  $2,766,601  
 

Individual Donors 

Individual donors gave just over one of every 10 dollars contributed, accounting for 8 percent of the total 
raised in opposition to the measure and 27 percent collected in support. Seven of the top 10 individual 
donors came from outside the state of Michigan. 

 
TOP INDIVIDUAL DONORS TO AMENDMENT 06-2 

 
CONTRIBUTOR STATE EMPLOYER POSITION TOTAL 
George Daniels Florida Daniels Manufacturing Corp. For $60,000 
M. Quinn Delany California Tides Foundation Against $50,000 
Sheldon Rose Michigan Edward Rose & Sons For $32,500 
Nedrick McCune California Self/Real Estate For $28,500 
Roger Penske Michigan Penske Corp. Against $25,000 
Kathryn Chenault New York Self/Lawyer Against $25,000 
Frank Brettschneider Michigan Port Huron Ear Nose and Throat For $19,500 
James Woodhill Texas Authentify, Inc. For $16,000 
 Ward Connerly California Connerly & Associates For $15,000 
Jane H. Fraser Georgia Stuttering Foundation of America For $12,000 

 
 
Looking Ahead to 2008 

The usual stigma of ballot measures driven largely by single out-of-state entities did not hinder the 
supporters of the Michigan measure. Despite being lead by an outsider with fewer dollars to spread 
around, the measure was handily approved by Michigan voters.  

As a wealthy African American, Connerly's efforts to repeal affirmative action policies have a certain 
irony. Whatever his reasons, efforts to end racial preferences will continue during a presidential cycle 
when race may be a major issue, and Connerly appears to be positioning himself to be part of that debate. 

Civil rights groups, labor and major corporations likely will continue to oppose vigorously any efforts to 
repeal affirmative action measures, but they will do so with the knowledge that simply out-raising the 
supporters does not guarantee victory.  


