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MEXICO CITY: President Enrique Pena
Nieto’s meeting with Mexico’s most-
disliked man is turning into a public
relations disaster for a leader already
struggling with historically low popu-
larity ratings. Not only did Pena Nieto
not demand that Donald Trump apolo-
gize for cal l ing Mexican migrants
rapists and criminals, but he stood
silently by in their joint press confer-
ence while the Republican candidate
repeated his promise to build a border
wall between the countries. “This is an
insult and a betrayal,” said artist Arturo
Meade as he joined a protest against
Wednesday’s meeting in Mexico City.
“What can this meeting bring us except
surrealism in all its splendor?”

Televisa news anchor Carlos Loret
de Mola marveled that Trump would
dare come to Mexico and reiterate his
intention to build the wall. “The humili-
ation is now complete,” he tweeted.
Particularly irksome to Mexicans was
that Pena Nieto appeared to do little to
push back against Trump’s earlier neg-
ative statements about Mexican
migrants and unpopular proposals.
Pena Nieto “did not even take a really
strong stand and talk to Mr. Trump
directly to his face and tell him exactly
why his stances are not acceptable to
Mexicans,” said Tony Payan, director of
the Mexico Center at Rice University’s

Baker Institute. “He sounded tepid and
too soft. He essentially rolled over and
allowed Mr. Trump to get away with his
own goals without getting anything in
return.”

Pena Nieto did say that Mexicans
felt “aggrieved” and had disagree-
ments with Trump, but most felt that it
was not enough. Javier Urbano Reyes, a
professor in the department of
International  Studies at  the
Iberoamerican University in Mexico
City, said he thought Trump gained a
little with the meeting but Mexico’s
president lost a lot. “Without a doubt,
my perception is that it is going to
make it even worse, even stronger the
drop in approval,” he said, referring to
Pena Nieto’s near 20-percent approval
rating, according to recent polls.

Sagging campaign 
Former Mexican President Vicente

Fox said Trump was trying to boost his
sagging campaign. “He fooled him
(Pena Nieto).” Pena Nieto and Trump
even appeared to disagree about what
was said in the meeting. Standing next
to Pena Nieto, Trump said the topic of
who would pay for the wall would be
discussed later. Pena Nieto, at the time,
said nothing about the wall.

Hours later, Pena Nieto said in a
tweet that he had told Trump clearly in

their private meeting that Mexico
would not pay. It seemed to contradict
Trump’s statement that payment wasn’t
discussed, but the president’s office
said only that Pena Nieto made his
statement and the topic was dropped.
Later Wednesday night, in a speech on
immigration in Phoenix, Arizona, Trump
made building the wall the featured
element of his immigration plan. He
referred to Pena Nieto as a “wonderful,
wonderful president,” but reaffirmed
the pledge he had not repeated in
Mexico: “They don’t know it yet, but
they’re going to pay for the wall.”

Amid the growing uproar in Mexico
over the meeting, Pena Nieto told
Televisa’s Denise Maerker that he’d
invited Trump because his policies are
a threat to Mexico - precisely the rea-
son why most  Mexicans think he
shouldn’t have met with him. Payan
hypothesized that Pena Nieto had lit-
tle good news to give in his state-of-
the-nat ion address  scheduled for
Thursday and was looking for a dis-
traction with the “ill-advised” meeting.
“Maybe Pena saw the opportunity to
distract the attention of the Mexican
people,”  he said.  Writer  Angeles
Mastretta tweeted that Mexicans saw
“what was expected: a president who
isn’t capable of demanding apologies
... how sad.” — AP    

Mexican president likely hurt 

by ‘ill-advised’ Trump meeting

Meet could be a public relations disaster 

MEXICO CITY: Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump, center, walks to take his place as Mexico’s President
Enrique Pena Nieto, prepares to speak during a joint statement at Los Pinos, the presidential official residence. — AP 

Watchdog gives Clinton 

Foundation high marks

WASHINGTON: A charity watchdog with an ongoing relation-
ship with the Clinton Foundation gave the former first family’s
nonprofit high marks yesterday, after an evaluation prompted
by the heightened interest in the organization. The Clinton
Foundation received four out of four stars - the highest rating
that Charity Navigator gives after a close look at a charity’s
finances. The rating is based on annual federal tax documents.
It was not intended to reflect whether Hillary Clinton kept
donors to her family’s foundation at appropriate arm’s length
or provided favored access as secretary of state.

Charity Navigator is a leading and respected organization
that evaluates and rates charities so donors can make
informed decisions about contributions. It was itself a mem-
ber of the Clinton Global Initiative between 2012 and 2014.
The Clinton group said Charity Navigator committed to spend
an estimated $2 million over four years through 2016 to
review more charities and provide more detailed information
about them in its reviews.

Charity Navigator also participated in a Clinton Global
Initiative program in 2011 with other groups to identify wor-
thy charities for US veterans, journalism integrity and Islamic
outreach, but Charity Navigator did not contribute money as
part of that effort. Charity Navigator’s president, Michael
Thatcher, told The Associated Press that the Clinton campaign
did not influence the rating.

Intense scurtiny
The four-star badge comes at a time when the Clinton

Foundation is under intense scrutiny about whether Clinton
granted donors access at the State Department. An AP
analysis found that of 154 people outside government with
private interests who met or spoke to Clinton by phone, 85
had contributed either personally or through their organiza-
tions to the foundation. The Clinton campaign said Clinton
would have met with the donors, anyway, in her role as sec-
retary of state.

The watchdog had previously rated the Clinton
Foundation with four stars in 2007, and in 2012 downgraded it
to three stars due to changes in its methodology. Its original
four-star rating was based on the foundation’s financial health
and performance. In 2012, it also evaluated the charity on
accountability and transparency. Charity Navigator requires
five independent board members, but the foundation had
only three during the 2009 fiscal year, Thatcher said. The
downgrade came the same year that Charity Navigator was a
member of the Clinton Global Initiative.

The Clinton Global Initiative waived its membership fees
for Charity Navigator, as it does for nonprofits, nongovern-
ment organizations and social entrepreneurs. Charity
Navigator treated the $20,000 waiver as an in-kind donation.
Thatcher said his group joined Clinton’s to mingle with world
leaders and promote its ratings. He said the new rating was
unrelated to Charity Navigator’s relationship with the founda-
tion. “The numbers speak for themselves,” he said.

The rating itself is a fixed algorithm, described in detail on
the watchdog’s website. It looks at the financial health of char-
ities and their accountability and transparency. In the Clinton
Foundation’s case, it scored 94.74 out of 100. It was dinged on
two minor issues, its donor privacy policy and its process for
determining the chief executive officer’s salary. The Clinton
Foundation and Clinton campaign could not immediately be
reached for comment. Charity Navigator currently evaluates
8,351 charities, and most get a three-star rating.

‘A’ rating 
According to its 2014 consolidated tax report, the Clinton

Foundation spends about 12 percent of its budget on running
the foundation. Another charity watchdog, Charity Watch,
previously gave the Clinton Foundation an “A” rating on a
scale of A-F. Charity Watch has no connection to the Clinton
Foundation, said its president, Daniel Borochoff. “We don’t
want money from charities we rate, because we believe in
being an independent charity watchdog,” he said.

Charity Navigator stopped rating the Clinton Foundation
entirely in 2014 because it said changes in the foundation’s
business structure were incompatible with the way Charity
Navigator calculates its ratings. After what Thatcher described
as “unprecedented demand” for a rating for the Clinton
Foundation, Charity Navigator asked the foundation to con-
solidate its tax forms in a way the watchdog could evaluate it.
That led to Thursday’s four-star rating.  — AP 


